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REPORT OF THE DIRECTOR 

OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 

OF THE UNITED STATES COURTS 

ON THE OPERATION OF TITLES I AND II 

OF THE SPEEDY TRIAL ACT OF 1974 

(18 U.S.C. 3152-56 AND 3161-3174) 

This is the second report submitted pursuant to the pr~­

visions of 18 U.S.C. 3167 which require the Director of the 

Administrative Office of the United States Courts to "submit 

periodic reports to Congress detailing p1anfi submitted" by the 

district courts pursuant to Title I of the Speedy Trial Act of 

1974, and the provisions of 18 U.S.C. 3155 which require the 

Director to report annually to the Congress on the accomplish­

ments of the pretrial services agencies established in ten 

district courts on a demonstration basis pursuant to Title II 

of the Act. 

TITLE 1:. SPEEDY TRIAL 

A. INTRODUCTION 

The Speedy Trial Act of 1974 required all district courts 

to develop transitional speedy trial plans for the periods July 

1, 1976 to June 30, 1977 and July 1, 1977 to June 30, 1978 for 

the purpose of bringing criminal defendants to trial, after 

arrest, within a maximum of 250 and 175 days, respectively. In 

the first year, beginning July 1, 1976, the speedy trial plans 

of the district courts were to provide for maximum periods of 

60 days between arrest to indictment, 10 days between indict-
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ment and arraignment and 180 days between arraignment and trial. 

The initial speedy trial plans, adopted prior to June 30, 1976, 

were analyzed in the Director's speedy trial report dated 

September 30, 1976. The second phase of the planning process, 

to be completed on June 30, 1978, will require the district 

courts to adopt final speedy trial plans under which all defen­

dants must be brought to trial within 100 days of arrest. A 

final report will then be made to Congress on September 30, 1978, 

as required by 18 U.S.C. §3l63(e) (2). 

The first report of the Director of the Administrative Office 

set forth the provisions of the speedy trial plans adopted by 

the district courts. However, that report, required so soon 

after the Speedy Trial Act became effective, permitted only 

limited statistical reporting. This report on Title I presents 

statistical information for the first full year of experience 

under the transitional time limits. 

B. STATUS OF CRIMINAL DOCKETS 

Criminal cases pending on the dockets of the district courts 

on June 30, 1977 were 17,109, compared with 19,756 pending at 

the beginning of the year. This was a reduction of 2,647 cases, 

or 1.3.4 percent, and is the lowest figure since June 30, 1968 

when there were 14,763 criminal cases pending. The following 

table shows the decrease in pending criminal cases in the dis­

trict courts during the last three years: 
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~------------------------~-------------------------------------------------------------

Year ended June 30 

1975 1976 1977 

Percentage 
change 

1977 over 1976 

Filed* .......•.. 
Terminated* ...•. 
Pending .•.•....• 

*Inc1ude~ trans.fers.. 

43,282 
43,515 
22,411 

41,020 
43,675 
19,756 

41,464 
44,111 
17,109 

1.1% 
1.0% 

-13.4% 

Of primary significance is the decline in the number of 

criminal cases pending more than six months which did not involve 

fugitive defendants and were presumably available for trial. 

These cases declined from 3,580 on June 30, 1976, to 2,754 on 

June 30, 1977, a decrease of 826 cases, or 23.1 percent. 

The following table shows the age of pending criminal cases 

at the end of the last two years. 

TABLE 1 

Age of Criminal Cases Pending in U.S. District Courts 

Pending on June 30 Percentage - Change 
Time Pending 1975 1976 1977 1977 over 1976 

Total pending criminal 
cases .. " ............................... 22,411 19,756 17,109 - 13.4 
Less than 6 months ••.. 10,267 9,088 8,865 -2.5 
Over 6 months •.••.•••. 12,144 10,668 8,244 -22.7 

Cases without fugitive 
defendants: 

Total ................................. 5,107 3,580 2,754 -23.1 
Pending 6-12 months •.• 2,501 1,576 1,191 -24.4 
Pending 1-2 years •••.• 2,078 1,526 1,170 -23.3 
Pending over 2 years •• 528 478 393 -17 .8 

Cases having fugitive 
defendants: 

To tal ................................. 7,037 7,088 5,490 -22.5 
Pending 6-12 months ••• 754 867 697 -19.6 
Pending 1-2 years •••.• 2,345 2,070 2,043 -01.3 
Pending over 2 years •• 3,938 4,151 2,750 -33.8 
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As indicated above, of the 8,244 cases pending longer than 

6 months, 5,490 or 66 percent involved fugitive defendants. 

These cases, of course, are not triable. 

The 23 percent reduction in the number of pending criminal 

cases without fugitive defendants during 1977 was a significant 

accomplishment. In many courts, particularly in those courts 

needing additional j~dgeships, reductions were achieved to the 

detriment of the civil dockets. Many district planning groups 

j.ndicated in their 1976~ plans that judges were concentratin~ 

on criminal calendars and considering only 'emergency matters in 

civil cases. As a result of the preoccupation with criminal 

calendars the pending civil caseload in all district courts 

climbed from 140,189 on J'une 30, 1976 to 153,606 on June 30, 

1977 - an increase of 9.6% and a newall-time high. Although 

the Act provides that speeding up the trial of criminal cases 

should not interfere with the handling of civil cases current 

statistics indicate that this objective is not being achieved. l 

The f~llow~ng table shows criminal cases pending (excluding 

cases with fugitive defendants) by circuit and district, as of 

June 3Q, 1976 and 1977 with the percentage change. 

1 .The Speedy Trial Act provi.des that "the (planning and imple'" 

mentation) process shall seek to avoid. • • prejudice to the 

prompt disposition of t!ivil litigation ••• " 18 U.S.C. §3l65(b) 

- 4 --



Circuit 
and I 

district i 

Total all districts "1 

District of Columbia, , , .J 
1 

First Circuit ,., .. 
Maine .. . . , . . , , ..... 
Mossachusetts , . ," "'i 
New Hampshire "" 

Rhode I.land, ,·,i 
Puerto Rico, ' ...... .. "[ 

Socond Circuit "" 

Connecticut, " ...... 
New York: 

Northern .. , ... ,' .. 
Eastern, , ' ,.,. 

Southorn , ' , .. ' .... .. 
Western .. , , ", ". 

Vermont .... , , " .... 
Third Circuit, , 

Delaware. .... .... 
New Jersey. .,'-

Pennsylvnnia: 
Eastern '" "'" .. , 
Mlddie, 

"'" "'" 

Western ""'" 
Virgin Islands "" .. " 

Fourth Circuit, , ", 

Maryland. , . . . . . , 
North Carolina: 

Eastern .,.,. 
'" .. 

Middle., .. . . , . . , . . 
Western ., .. ,. 

South Carolina "'. ..... 
Virginia: 

Ea~tern ..... " ...... 
Western .. , .. " ..... 

West Virginia: 
Northern , 

" ... , ..... 
Southern "" .,', . .. 

Fifth Circuit .. , " . 

Alabama: 
Northern ..... ' , ..... 
Middle •... ., ........ 
Southern, ........... 

Florida: 
Northern ............ 
Middle ............. 
Southern ........... , 

Georgia: : 
Northern ............ ' 
Middle ............. ' 
Southern ............ 

Louisiana: 
Easllll'n ....... , .. , .. 
Middle ............. 
Western ... . ....... 

Mississippi: 
Northern ..... , ...... 
Southern ...... ...... 

Texas: 

Northern ......... '''1 
Eastern... .. ' ...... 
Southern ..... , ...... 
\Vcstem ............ \ 

Canal Zone ............ 

'j 

UNITED STATES OISTRIGr COURTS 

crrmIt;AL CASES PENDING ON JUNE 30, 1976 
AND JUNE 30, 1977 WITH PERCENT CHANGE 

. .. 
Pending lesa than Pending cases without 

six months on fugitive defendants 
June 30 Percent Jun .. 30 

Chango 

1976 1977 1976 1977 

9088 8865 - 2.5 3580 2754 

293 239 -18.4 58 65 

278 274 - 1.4 187 47 

16 25 - 3 2 
173 153 -11.6 132 31 

8 5 . 1 -
40 38 - 5.0 29 6 
41 53 +29.3 22 8 

921 746 -19.0 892 511 

U(, 64 -44.3 56 23 

44 44 - 28 8 
280 252 -10.0 229 184 
367 281 -23.4 350 199 
82 83 + 1. 2 224 93 
33 22 -53.3 5 4 

711 620 -12.8 305 258 

31 32 + 3.2 8 4 
213 230 + 8.0 123 133 

178 134 -24.7 54 36 
38 44 +15.8 7 5 
77 88 +14.3 73 54 

174 92 -47.1 40 26 

798 727 - 8.9 219 206 

415 228 -45.1 99 79 

39 60 +53.8 16 9 
31 50 +61. 3 8 3 
38 27 -28.9 3 2 
89 103 +15.7 12 27 

119 170 +42.9 43 60 
15 18 - 1 -

6 22 - 3 1 

46 49 + 6.5 34 25 

1849 1778 - 3.8 428 $54 

83 96 +15.7 19 9 
29 45 +55.2 - 7 
34 47 +38.2 6 9 

31 34 + 9.7 11 -
155 186 +20.0 25 23 
204 267 +30.9 54 55 

133 153 +15.0 44 31 
25 9 -64.0 13 14 

165 55 -66.7 26 47 

108 128 +18.5 35 14 
27 14 -48.1 5 2 

113 40 -64.6 9 9 

15 18 - - 5 
32 36 +12.5 8 6 

117 153 +30.8 20 15 
24 48 - 6 b 

392 223 -43.1 76 48 
130 179 +37.7 63 46 

32 47 +46.9 8 8 

~c-
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Percent 
Change 

-23.1 

+12.1 

-74.9 

-
-76.5 

-
-79.3 

-
-42.7 

-58.9 

-71.4 
-19.7 
-43.1 
-58.5 

-
-15.4 

-
+ 8.1 

-33.3 
-

-26.0 
-35.0 

- 5.9 

-20.2 

-
-
-
-

+39.5 
-
-

-26.5 

-17.3 

-
-
-
-- 8.0 

+ 1.9 

-29.5 
-

+80.8 

-60.0 
-
-
--
--

-36.8 
-27.0 

-



TABLE 2 

Circuit 
.nd 

dish·!!:t 

Sixth Circuit ..•.. 

Kentucky: 
Eastern •....• . .,., 
Wostern ..... ' '.', 

Michlg.n: 
Eastern ........ ". 
Western ........... 

OWo: 
Northern ....... ... 
Southern ........... 

Tenno.ssco: 
Eastorn .•. .... , .... 
Middle .... ... '"'' 

Western . " ....... 
Soventh Circuit. .. 

illinois: 
Northern ........... 
E.stern .. ' ........ , 

Southern .......... 
Indiana: 

Northern ........ .. 
Southern .. ..... .. 

Wisconsin: 
Eastern •.•. ........ 
W.stern .. .... ' 

Eighth Circuit .... 

Ark.ns.s: 
Eastern ............ 
Western ........... 

Iowa; 
Northern ........... 
Southern ........... 

Minnesote ............ 
MI.sourl: 

E.stern .. .. ... . ", 

Western .•...••. ... 
Nebrask .............. 
North Dakot .......... 
South D.kota ......... 

Ninth Circuit ...•. 

AI •• k ................ 
Arizon ............... 
C.Ulornl.: 

Northern ........... 
EII.tern ............ 
Clmtral ............ 
Southern 

H.wall .............. 
Id.ho ................ 
Mon'oJIna .•....• , .... . 
Nev.da •••••••• > •••• 

Oregon .............. 
W.shlngton: 

Eastern ............ 
Western ........... 

Gu.m ................ 

Tenth Circuit. . .•. 

Colorado ...• ........ 
Kanslls •.•..•...•... 
New Moxlco .......... 
Oklahom.: 

Northern .... : ...... 
Ea.t.orn ............ 
Western ........... 

Utah ............ ... " 
Wyoming ........... 

UNITED SfAroS DISTRICT COURTS 

CRIMINAL CASES PENDING ON JUNE 30, 1976 
AND JUNE 30, 1977 WIlli PERCOO CHANGE 

Pending .1.eas than Pending ~s ••• without 
six III<lnt.\1. on Percent !usitive defendants 

June 30 Chango Jun. 30 

1976 1977 1976 1977 

1010 972 - 3.8 485 387 -
70 89 +27.1 37 19 
37 58 +56.8 11 6 

473 349 -26.2 305 248 
85 83 - 2.4 38 21 

160 125 -21.9 34 33 
5S 79 +43.6 8 14 

IS 31 - 3 -49 61 +24.5 12 6 
66 97 +47.0 37 40 

1-' -
623 5B5 - 6.1 203 186 

310 327 + 5.5 118 117 
33 36 + 9.1 11 5 
21 27 - 12 6 

108 52 -51.9 28 26 
62 54 -12.9 11 9 

72 62 -13.9 18 17 
17 27 - 5 6 

567 547 - 3.5 127 Bl 

38 37 - 2.6 15 20 
25 25 - 8 3 

15 35 - 2 2 
32 21 -34.4 6 -
58 69 +19.0 24 7 

75 69 - B.O 11 7 
113 12B +13.3 16 5 
49 32 -34.7 10 4 
13 20 - 6 7 

149 111 -25.5 29 26 

1692. -19B4 +17.3 602 557 

\ 
56 66 +17.9 14 7 

277 254 - 8.3 45 38 
~'. 

157 184 +17. ~ 32 49 
119 156 +31.1 53 4B 
412 398 - 3.4 152 137 
278 264 - 5.0 155 124 

40 260 +550.0 26 34 
24 32 - - 2 
27 50 +85.2 8 -
58 62 +6.9 20 13 
80 84 + S.O 51 31 

33 34 + 3.0 6 7 
125 131 + 4.8 33 66 

6 9 - 2 1 

346 393 +13.6 74 102 

57 78 +36.8 14 14 
110 97 -11.8 28 12 

43 61 +41.9 17 9 

37 11 -70.3 4 4 
3 21 - 1 -

50 51 + 2.0 - 13 
39 59 +51.3 9 50 

7 IS - 1 -. 
NOTE: Percent not computed where bas. is less than 25 defendants. 

Percent 
Change 

-20.2 

-48.6 -
-18.7 
-44.7 

- 2.9 -
--

+ 8.1 

- B.4 

- 0.8 --
- 7.1 

-
--

-36.2 

--
--
-
----

-10.3 

- 7.5 

-
-15.6 

+53.1 
-17.2 

- 9.9 
-20.0 
+30.8 . 

--
-39.2 

-
+100.0 

-
+37.8 

-
·57.1 -

-----

SOURCE, ANNUAL REPORT OF 'lllE DIRECTOR ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF U. S. COURTS. 
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C. TIME INTERVALS BETWEEN ARREST AND INDICTMENT, INDICTMENT AND 

ARRAIGNMENT, AND ARRAIGNMENT AND TRIAL (§3166(c)(1) 

The accompanying tables set out the time elapsing between 

stages of the criminal justice process for the 46,897 defendants 

whose cases were terminated during 1977. The defendants are 

divided into three groups: 

1. 16,641 defendants arrested prior to indictment; 

2. 18,540 defendants arrested after an indictment 

had. been returned; and 

3. 11,716 defendants (mostly misdemeanor cases) who 

were arraigned on a complaint or information on 

the same day they were arrested. 

All stages of the criminal justice process for which time 

limitations have been set under the Act apply to the defendants 

in the first group. The time limitation respecting the interval 

from arrest to indictment does not apply to the defendants in 

the second group since the indictment preceded arrest. Similarly 

the time limitations respecting the intervals from arrest to 

indictment and from indictment to arraignment do not apply to 

defendants who are arrested and arraigned on the same day. 

The two tables accompanying this text show time intervals 

on two bases (1) the overall time intervals (gross) ele.psing 

between stages of the criminal justice process, and (2) the 

intervals (net) elapsing after "excludable time" is applied. 

The following analysis is based upon Table 4 only which shows 

net time intervals after excludable time is eliminated. 
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SPEEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS TABLE 3 !OURINQ 

HOW LONG IT TOOK TO BRING CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS TO TRIAL ALL U.S. DISTRICT COURTS . JULY 1. 1976 thru JUNE 30. 197'7 

GROUP 

WHERE 

OEFENDANTS' 

ARREST 

PRECEDED 

INDICTMENT 

2. 

WHERE 

INDICTMENT 

PRECEbEO 

ARREST 

3. 

ARRAIGNMIENT 

COINCIDED 

WITH FIRST 

APPEARANCE 

TOTALS OF 

~------- NUMBER OF DAys"rHAT E~APSED GETTING TO KEY EVENTS AND FINAL DISPOSIT/oNS-~-~~---~"" INTERVALS-fV~NTs-& 79 LIMITS IDAYS) r 
1 ARRESTTO INDICTMENT-30 
2 INDICTMENTTC'ARRAIGNM~NT~10 C; 
3 ARRAIGNMENT TO TRlAL-60 '_;!1 \0 180 days 
4 CONVICTION TO SENTENCE-NA 

{
8~ 
ARREST 

TO TRIAL 

.... 0 110,141, 

% 
DEF'S 

REPORTED 
OEF'S 

REPORTEO 

6.5 263 

% 

1.6 

DEF'S 
REPORlED 

DU'S 
REPORTED % 

GROUPS 1. 2. & 3 

(2) 116.641\ @§J> 5.016 ~ ---h~.4l _37.5 __ ~.Q72 ~ 1.074 ~ ~ ~ -2.1L. _--hL. _.119...- -.k2.. 

0) 135 ,181, IGROSS 1)24.613 ~ ~1 ~ ~ ~ --....lQ3.. ~ _~ __ ._5_ ~ __ ,_6_ ~ ~ 

o 146 ,897, @§J>16,687 ~ ~~ 13.5 ~ 19.4 ~ 12.8 ~ _~ ~I~ ~ ...-Jl:.L 

C0~ 146.8971 ~ 9,062 -1.~ _§~!1 _~ ~ -29.,j}_ 8,852 _l,.Ei~ .b~ ~ _4L~J _ __ 9...L .§....9.2.L ...ll...!L 
"'~0 8 t!O,159 I 1513141~ ~ 20.0 11,.2.2.2.. ~ 3,063 ~ ---2l!.L -±..!L ~.....2...2...-~ _-1...5._ 

'MEANS GROSS OA"'$ "OEFENDANT FIQURES 00 NOT INCLUDE: Juvlniln. ApPflls from U.s, "".glfotrll.llt df(l1Ionr, Rult:O transitu OUI o~ dltUltt, 
pr,ulal divtUlon dilPotllions, removal, hom Stalt courts and any petty oUenl" proc:teded by ."tormallon. 



SPEEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS TABLE 4 

~ 
j DURING 

HOW LONG IT TOOK TO BRING CRIMINAL DEFEND.:·.NiS TO TRIAL ALL U.S. DISTRICT COURTS JULY 1, 1976 thru JUNE 30, 1~77 

NUMBER OF DAys"'THAT ELAPSED GETTING TO KEY EVENTS AND FINAL DISPOSITIONS 
INTERVALs-EVENTs-& 79 LIMITS (DAYS) r I 1 ARnoST TO INDICTMENT-3D 
2 INDICTMENT TO ARRAIGNMENT-l0 

G:30days L31 to 60 days 1~100dayS ~:120dayS ~180dayS I 3 ARRAIGNMENT TO TRIAL-60 181 days & over 
4 CONVICTION TO SENTENCE-NA 

'----'" 
GROUP "DEFE~'DANTS REPORTED DEF'S DEF'S RE~Jri~~D % O'~1 

DEF'S 
% 

OEF'S 
% 

~ .......... % REPORTEO % REPORTED % 
REPORTED __ 0/._' __ 

REPORTED REPORTED 

8 ,16,641, 
~5,140 3"6:9 G";2a7 ---n:s 3,033 1,026 18.2 6.2 237 1.4 508 3.1 410 2.5 

WHiERE 

DEFENDANTS' 0 ,16,641, 

~13,164 -----
ARREST 

79.1 2,767 16.6 502 3.0 132 .8 22 .1 24 .1 30 .2 

PRECEDED G (16. 641 1 
~ 6,032 ~ 2,988 --w.O- 3';760 22.6 2,087 "l'2.S 482 2.9 738 4.4 554 3.3 

INDICTMENT 

G)~tv ,16,641, 
~ 1,202 ---=r:2 2';5'94 l'5.'6' -4,221 25:'4 4,348 26.'l ----gn <:~ 3 5.8 '.'" I '" 1,751 10.5 

(0 114 ,636, 4,786 ...RJ_ .2.M§ ~ ----1..Jl.2.l ~ ~ ---2.L. --2.i9..-~ ~-~ ~ ~ 

G ,18, 5401 .-
2. ~12,907 ~ 4,171 --u:s ---gas ~ 288 -r:-G 80 .4 79 .4 110 .6 

'" 
WHERE G ,18,540, 

~5,665 3'Q.6 2M4 J:4:5 
INDICTMENT 

3,916 21.1 2,628 14.2 744 4.0 1,347 7.3 1,546 8.3 

PREC~DED 
ARREST L18,5401 

TO TRIAL ~ 2,616 14.1" "3.2l2 -17:3 4,620 24.9 3,360 18.1 1,006 5.4 1,634 8.8 2,092 11.3. ARREST 

8 ,i.5,382, 5,184 ~ ~ ~ -±&§.§. ......lQ.d.. 1,243 ~ ~ --1.&.,. .~ --2-.JL. ----22.l- ---L!L 

3. 

1
8 ,11, 716 1 

ARRAIGNMENT ~5,751 ~ 1:292 -u:o 1,872 16.0 1,150 9.8 293 2.5 635 5.4 723 6.2 
COINCIDED ARREST 

WITH FIRST '(;' APPEARANCE ,10,141, 5,344 5'2.7 ~ 14.8 2,201 ~ ~ ~ __ 113 ~.L -liL --L.L ~ --1...l ----

8 116,6411 
Q9 5,140 .~ ~ --n.a ---- ----3,033 18.2 1,026 6.2 237 1.4 508 3.1 410 2.5 

TOTALS OF 8 135 ,181, 
~6,071 ~ ~ ~ 1,407 420 ~ ---- ----4.0 102 .3 103 .3 140 .4 

GROUPS 1, 2, & 3 

(0 146 ,897, 
~i7,448 3'i'T ~6~974 ~ ---- ----

9,548 20.4 5,865 12.5 1,519 3.2 2,720 5.8 2,823 6.0 

G)~@ ,46,897, 
~9,548 ~ 7,094 1'5:1 10,722 ~ 3 22.9 8,858 18.9 2,278 4.9 3,828 8.2 4,569 

~I 8 140 ,159, 15,314 ~ ~ .~ 11,690 ~ ~ --2.L --5.B.l.-~ -B.8.3-~~ 

* NET MEAHS GROSS DA YS LESS DII V$ OF EXCLUDABLE TIME UNDER 18 usc 3161(h) Each ropOtled defendanl falls Ln both a GROSS and a ~~ET ··OEFENDANT FIGURES DO NOT INCLUDE' Juvulliles, Appeals from U.S. Ma;.airato dechlonl, Rulll2Q 1ri~nsf!:r$ outol dinnct. 
IIguro In Ihe apollcable ILmo column. 'l-iowover,lhe parson may loll wllhln Iho GROSS count of ana limo column and Ihe NET 01 anolher For e.amplo, LI a protrial diversion dispositions, removals from State courts and any petty offen'Ol proceeded by information. 
dolondanl had a oross Umo IntorYal 01 12days, ho would bo shown In the H.30day GROSS limo Inlorva1. tllhe oKciudobio limo was 4 days, Ihe NET hme 
would be 8 days (12·'( = B) and the dofendant would be shown In Ire 0 to 10day NET lime \nlerval. 



The statutory time limitations in effect during the period 

of this report were 60 days from arrest to indictment (or infor­

mation), 10 days from indictment to arraignment, and 180 days 

from arraignment to trial. The following summary shows the 

extent to which these time limitations were met after excludable 

time is eliminated. 

Arrest to Indictment to Arraignment 
T!)ta1 i!ldict:tii"nt arraignment to trial 

Prosecution Defen- 60 days 10 days 180 days 
began with: ants No. 1 % No. I % No. I % 

Total. . " •.•• 46,897 - - - - 44,074 95.3 

1. Arrest first •• 16,641 14,460 86.9 13,164 79.1 16,087 96.7 

2. Arrest afte~! 
indictment ••• 18,540 .~ - 12,907 69.6 16,~94 91. 7 

3. Arrested and 
charged on 
the same 

day •.••••.• 11,716 - - - - 10,993 93.8 

1. Time Interval from Arrest to Indictment or Information 

The districts were able to meet the 60 day limitation on 

the time interval from arrest to indictment (or information) in 

86.9 percent of the cases disposed of in 1977. Of the 2,181 de~ 

fendants arrested but not indicted or having an information filed 

within the 60 day time period, 1,379 or 63.2 percent appear in seven 

districts with more than 100 defendants in the 61 day plus time 

period. For the seven districts 32.0 percent of the defendants 

disposed of fell into the 6i lay plus intervals compared to 13.1 

percent nationally. The figures for the seven districts and the 

national comparison follow: 

- 10 -



Districts with 100 or more defendants disposed of 
with net time intervals from arrest to indictment or 

information which were 61 days or more 

61 days 

All 
District defendants Number 

All 94 district courts 16,641 2,181 

*Seven district courts 
with 100 or more 
defendants disposed of 
in 61 days or more 4,307 1,379 

Percent of 94 districts 25.9 63.2 

Georgia, Northern 215 122 
New York, Eastern 486 233 
Illinois, Northern 486 222 
New York, Southern 854 344 
Florida, Southern 510 126 
Texas, Southern 1,188 215 
Texas, Western 638 120 
All other districts 12,334 802 

*Ranked high to low by percent. 

or more 

Percent 
of all 

13.1 

32.0 

56.7 
47.9 
45.7 
40.2 
24.7 
19.2 
18.8 
6.5 

The time interval figures for the interval from arrest to 

indictment (or information) are shown by district in the following 

table. The table provides the time intervals with and without 

excludable time, that is, gross and net time intervals. 

- 11 -
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SPEEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS TABLE 5 

HOW LONG IT TOOK TO BRING CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS TO TRIAL DURING JULY 1, 1976 THRU JUNE 30, 1977 

(" NUMBER OF DA YS THAT ELAPSED FROM ARREST TO INDICTMENT 
') 

DISTRICT AND TIME LIMIT ~30days ~60days 
""DEFENDANTS REPORTED OEF'S OEF'S 

~ ......... % REPORTeD % REPORTED 

.D.C. CIRCUIT 
District of Columbia(45)~ ~-95- ---ll1...:L -...2..5.2- -2B......L ~ 
FIRST CIRCUIT " NET 99 11.1 263 29.6 491 

Maine (301 L2.....J ~ __ 2_ 100.0 
NET 2 lOQ.O 

Massachusetts (60) L....i!...J ~-2L 51.2 12 29.3 6 
NET 21 5T.2"" --1-2-~ --6-

New HamQshire (45) L......2....J IGROSS ~ __ 4_ --ID2..Q.. __ 1_ ~ 
NET 4 80.0 1 20.0 

Rhode Island (60)/ .L...1.L.J I GROSS ~ __ 8_ --1bL __ 1_ ~ __ 1_ 
NET 8 72.7 1 9.1 1 

Bnel:i:c Rjcc (60~ __ ~I I G80SS ~-.2L ~ __ 3_0_ -...ll....Q.. -1L.. 
SECOND CIRCUIT 

NET 91 63.6 30 21.0 15 

connecticut (30) L.l.!LJ \GROSS ~~ 66.7 ~ 33.3 

York: NET 20 ~ ... 10 33.3 New 
(60) Northerll- ~ ~-.-!L 31.0 18 42.9 8 

---n:o --1-8- 42.9 --8-NET 13 

Eastl1.crl DO) ~ ~--aL ~ __ 6_7_ -l,.;WL ~ 
NET 87 17.9 67 13.8 99 

Southern (60) ~ ~-1M.- ~ -...ll9..- -l.2...9.-~ 
NET 189 22.1 109 12.8 212 

Western (60) __ L..J..QLj 36 35.3 24 23.5 __1_0_ 
~ ~ --2-5-~ 11 

vermont (60) ~ ~--ll- -.J6..:L ----L:.. --l6...3.:.. ~ 
NET 33 76.7 7 16.3 2 

THIRD CIRCUIT 

12!iilla~1i:U:!ii: !30) L.....1LJ ~--.lL ~ 
__ 5_ --ll....3.- ----

NET 11 68.8 5 31.3 

New Jerse:t: (60) 
~ ~~ ~ __ 5_4_ -2.2....L ~ 

pennsylvania: NET 89 36.5 54 22.1 43 

Eastern (30) L2Ql..j ~~ ~ -..l.ll- ---42...L. ~ 
NET 31 10.1 130 42.3 58 

Middle (60) L-£LJ ~ 9 NET -'g-
42.9 
~ --~- -ll..JL 

23.8 -+--
Western (60) L-2.L.J ~----1L -~- __ 1_4_ ~ ~ 

NET 19 20.9 14 15.4 18 

* NET MEANS GROSS DA VS Less DA YS OF EXCLUDABLE TIME UNDER 18 Usc 3161(h). Eden (upOtled delvndanl falls In both a GROSS and a NET 
figure In Iho applicable lime column. HOWBver, the person mlly loll within the GROSS count 0' one lime column and the NET 01 anolher. For example, II a 
defendanl had a gross lime In/orval 0112 days, he would be shown in I"a 1f-30 day GP.OSS lime Interval. If Ihe excludable lime was 4 days Ihe NET time 

.... ould be8days (12-4 =B)and lha defendant would bashawn In the 0 to 10day NET time interval. I 

% 

--...5.5....-L 
55.2 

14.& 
"""l:4.6 

-h!.. 
9.1 

--..lQ...5... 
10.5 

~ 
19 .. 0 

-~ 
20.4 

~ 
24.8 

~ 
10.8 

--&...L. 
4.7 

----

-.l.1..2... 
17.6 

.......l.:Z...f 
18.9 

---l9...!L 
19.0 

--1.9....a.. 
19.8 

I( 
61 to 100 days 100 to 120 days 121 to 180 days 181 days & over 

I~ OH'S 
% 

OeF'S 
% 

DEF'S 
% REPORTED % REPORTED REPORTED REPORTED 

__ 3_7_ -.-4...L.. -----2- -.JL __ 4_ __ ._4_ __ 2_ __.2_. 
28 3.1 4 .4 3 .3 1 .1 

2 4.9 
--2- - 4."9 --- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---

---- --- ---- ---- ----

--- ---- --- ---- ---- ---- __ 1_ ~ 
1 9.1 

---A.... ---2...lL.. ~ ~ -.l.-~ ---- ---
4 2.8 2 1.4 1 .7 

__ 2_ ~ ---- ---- ---- __ 1_ ----1.d. 
2 4.8 1 2.4 

__9_2_ -.JJWL. __ 2_3_ ~ ~ ~ _U-~ 
92 18.9 23 4.7 95 19.5 23 4.7 

.JllL. --.ll..B-~ ~ --1A2-~ .......il5- --L3.. 
119 13.9 41 4.8 140 16.4 44 5.2 

14 ~ __ 7_ ~ __ 7_ ~ 
__ 4_ 
~ ---u 12.7 7 6.9 7 6.9 3 2.9 

.-l..- --2-..-l---. 
1 2.3 

__ 1_3_ --hL __ 7_ ~ __1_0_ ~ ~ ~ 
13 5.3 6 2.5 10 4.1 29 11.9 

~ --l2....2... --LL-~ -.l2.....- .-3...9...... --..2£L.. ~ 
34 11.1 14 4.6 12 3.9 28 9.1 

f.-.--t-~ -2- 9.5 
4.8 2 gy-

I--N- ~ lbL.. __ 2_ ---.b..L. ---1L--~ ---..D- -ll.3.. 
16.7 2 2.2 8 8.8 13 14.3 

.'OEFENDANT FIGtJflES 00 NOT INCLUDE: JUlleniles, Appeals horn U.S. MngtU: dcclSlons,.Rule 20 Ullnslcfs out of dlstrlC1, 
pretnal QIII/Us)on dlsPoSJIlons, remollals hom St,lle COUtU ilnd Dnv PIlUV offenses procl!edl!d bV I1lfOrm,1IIon. 



SPEEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS TABLE 5 

HOW LONG IT TOOK TO BRING CRIMINAL DEFENrlANTS TO TRIAL DURING JULY 1, 1976 THRU JUNE 30, 1977 

( NUMBER OF DAYS THAT ELAPSED FROM ARREST TO INDICTMENT 

DISTRICT liND TIME LIMIT 

( 100 t: 120days 

Virgin Islands 

FOUHTH CIRCUIT 
Maryland (30) 

North Carolina: 

(60) 

Eastern (60_) ____ _ 

Middle (30) 

jiestern (30) 

South Carolina (45) 

Virginia: 

___ E'Uit"xn (60), __ 

t;; Weste):.n J4S) ____ _ 

West Virginia: 

Northern (60_) __ 

FIFTH E.~~1Ji'frn (30) 
Alabama: 

"DEFENDANTS REPORTED 
~ ~ 

DEF'S 
REPORTED % 

31 to 60 days 

DEF'S 
REPORTED % 

OEF'S 
REPORTED % 

L3.2.L..J 1GROSsl>~ 65.1 69 21.5 24 7.5 8 2.5 2 .6 
~ 211 -65.7 ---5-9- -rr:s --2-5-~ --.,-~ ----2-~ 

DEF'S 
REPORTED 

5 

3 

% 

181 days & over 

DEF'S 
REPORTED % 

~ ~-2.OB- _~ ~ ~ __ 3_6_ 8.6 14 3.3 __ 8_ 1.9 __ 9_ 2.1 
~ 209 49.6 147 34.9 35 --s.3"" ~ """""3.6 ----1- --.-2- 8 -~ is 1:"4 

~ ~ ~ .-12...2. ____ 4_2_ ----1l.,L ___ 2_8_ ~ __ 4_ -1..2...... 
~ 15 16.9 42 47.2 27 30.3 4 4.5 

1 1.1 
--1- J::"l 

~ ~----R. ~ ____ 6_4_ ~ __ 2_2_ -1&.J.. 10 ~ __ 1 _____ ._8_ 3 2.3 
~ 32 24.2 64 48.5 22 16.7 -U 8.3 --3-~ 

L-2!LJ fGAciSSJ)~, 37.9 31 53.4 5.2 2 3.4 
~ 24 --rr:4" ---2-9- --so:o ---3- -s:2 ---2-~ --- -------

Ul1....J ~~_ 22.4 49 ~ 39 ~ 11 ~ __ 1 ___ ._7_ 3 __ 2_,2 ___ 1 ___ ._7_ 
~ 30 --z2."4 --5-0- 37.3 --;w- 29.9 -U 9.0 1 .7 --1- .7 

~-22-
~ 35 
~ __ 98_ ~ __ 5_8_ ~ ~ ~ __ 1_ __._5 ____ 5_ ~ __ 1_ __._5_ 

16.2 99 45.8 57 26.4 18 8.3 1 .5 5 2.3 1 .5 

~_a.L 
~ 30 
~ ~ .--3..5..A. _.2.lL --2.5...3.. 

38.0 28 35.4 20 25.3 
--2..- ---2...5-

1 1.3 

L-2JLJ ~ __ 7_ 35.0 4 20.0 4 20.0 _____ 5_...lS...JL 
~ 8 ~ ---4--~ ---4-- -w.o 4 20.0 --- ------- ------- -------

~ ~_~ 26.3 14 36.8 __ 1_0_ ~ __ l_l....b..L 
~ 15 ~ --14- 36.8 7 18.4 1 2.6 

__ 2_ ~ __ 1_ ~ 
1 2.6 

Norf:hern (60)__ L12LJ 26 ---1dd.. __ 9_7_ ~ __ 6_1_ ~ __ .'_ ~ __ 1 ___ ._5 ____ 1 ___ .5 ___ 2_ --.LJL. 
'"26 13.3 99 50.8 50 30.8 7 3.6 1.5 2 1.0 

Middle (60) 

Southern (60) 

Florida: 

Northern (60) 

Middle (60) 

__ 1_ --1.:.L 
1 1. 0 

~ ~--2!L 28.4 33 32.4 22 21.6 17 16.7 
~ 30 ~ --32- --n-:4 --2-4-~ --1-5- J:4.'7 

~ §§]).~ 48.1 ___ 9_.--ll.d ____ 5 __ ~ 
~ 13 ~ 9 33.3 5 18.5 

~ __ 6_ 

~ 6 
~ --11- -"A..JL ---2-. --2.8-!l ---L -A...!l-

24.0 15 60.0 3 12.0 1 4.0 

[GRciSQ> 65 
~---n-

---.ll...2.. _-2lL ~ --ll- .--2l...A- ---L --L.:Z.- --'-~ 1 .6 6 ~ 
42.2 56 32.4 32 18.5 3 1.7 2 1.2 --1- --.6- --6- 3.5 



SPEEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS TABLE 5 

HOW LONG IT TOOK TO BRING CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS TO TRIAL DURING JULY 1, 1976 THRU JUNE 30, 1977 

( NUMBER OF DAYS THAT ELAPSED FROM ARREST TO INDICTMENT 
') 

DISTRICT AND TIME liMIT 

61 to 100 days 121 to 180 days 181 days & over 

"DEFENDANTS REPORTED 
% 

OEF'S OEF'S OEF'S 
% 

DU'S 
% % 

OEF'S 

Georgia (cont. ) ~ ~ 
REPORTED % REPORTED % REPORTED REPORTED REPORTeb % 

Middle (60) L1.L.J ~ __ 4_ --ll....L __ 6_ --.l.Q.,2 __ 10_ ~ __ 2_ 6.9 2 6.9 6.9 3 10.3 
• NET 4 13.R 7 24.1 9 31.0 2 -"6.9 --2-~ --;:g --3- 1D.3 

Southern POl ~J ~~ --..lk!L ~ ~ ~ ~ -1.!... ~ __ 5_ 
~ 

___ 1 _ ___ .2_ 

Louisiana: NET 51 12.0 234 55.1 123 2B.9 11 2.6 5 1.2 1 .2 

Eastern (60) ~ ~261 5B.3 174 38.8 9 2.0 2 .4 2 .4 
NET 261 ~ -vG ~ ---8- -W --1- ---.-2 ---2- ---.4- ---- ---

Middle (60) L-!LJ ~ __ 4_ 25.0 8 50.0 3 18.8 1 6.3 
NET 4 ~ --8- -so:o --3- ----ur:s --1 ~ --- ---- --- ---

Western (60) L.l.LJ ~.....JJL. ~ __ 6_ ~ __3_ ---ll.J" 
NET 18 66.7 6 22.2 11.1 --- ---- ---- ---- --- ---

Mississippi: 3 

Northern (60t_ L...2...-J ~ __ 4_ 44.4 __ 3_ ~ 
___ 2_ 

.~ 
NET 4 ~ 4 44.4 1 11.1 ---- --- ---- ---

___ S91,l.thern (60) __ L..2l-J ~ __ 7 _ ---..1b.L __ 1_4_ ~ __2_6_ -2Q...Q __ 3_ ~ __ 2_ ~ --- ---
Texas: NET 9 17.3 15 28.8 23 44.2 3 5.8 2 3.8 

.... North~.rn (60) ~ ~~ 32.7 68 ~ -~ 18.4 3 2.0 1 __ ._7 

'" NET 49 ~ --6-9- 46.9 27 18.4 2 --U --- ---

Eastern (60) L2LJ ~ __ 5_ 15.2 11 3~.~ 12 36.4 5 15.2 --- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---
NET 6 -ul.2 --1-1- 3~.~ 

--1-1- ----n:3 --5-~ 

Southern (60l ~ ~2§.L ~ 467 ~ ~ --11..d __ 77_ ~ __ 2_0 _ ~ __2_7_ -----.b.l.. 103 -.!h1 
NET 307 25.8 "46S 39.1 201 16.9 73 6.1 18 1.5 25 2.1 --99- 8.3 

western (60) ~ IB.7 210 32.9 179 2B.l 94 14.7 17 2.7 12 1.9 7 1.1 
--r9.9 ~ ---rr:2 -----r79 ~ --a6 ---u.s --15-~ -"13 --r:o --6- --.-9 

canal Zone (60) Ul.LJ ~_.£!L ---1.:.L ~ ~ __ 2_3_ ~ __ 2_ _ __ ._7 _ __ 2 __ .7_ ---- ----SIXTH CIRCUIT NeT 20 7.3 227 82.B 23 8.4 2 .7 2 .7 Kentucky: 

Eastern (60) ~ ~~ 24.7 42 49.4 16 18.8 4 4.7 1 1.2 1 1.2 
NET 21 ~ --4-2-~ --1-6- ---ul:B --4- --""4.7 --1-~ --1- --U 

Western (35) L2.!!.-J ~~ 25.7 .-ill... ~ __ 3_9_ --1.§...l __ 4_ __ 1_._7 ---- ___ 7_ ~ 

Michigan: 
NeT 62 25.""7 129 53.5 41 17.0 3 1.2 6 2.5 

Eastern (60) LB..LJ ~-2L ~ __ 9_8_ -1Q..,~ ~ ~ --.U ~ ___ 0_ --L!L --L ---L...5. 
NeT 8l 24.9 96 2!:.5 87 26.8 50 15.4 6 1.8 5 1.5 

Western (45) ~ ~ 54.B 11 ~ 
___ 9_ ~ 2 __ 3_._2 __ 4_ 

~ 
___ 1_ -L.§. _ __ 1_ ~ 

Ohio: 
NeT 34 54.8 --1-1- 17.7 9 14.5 2 3.2 4 6.5 1 1.6 1 1.6 

Northern (3!i) Ll..2LJ ~ 60 .-lQ...L ----ll.L ~ --liO.- -2.Q...2. 22 ~ 
__ 1_ __ ._3_ __1_0_ ~ 

___ 9_ -h9 
NeT 64 21.5 134 45.1 S9 19.9 21 7.1 1 .3 9 3.0 9 3.0 

* 
NET ME:ANS GROSS DAYS LESS DAYS OF EXCLUDABL.E TIME UNOER 18 usc 31BHlll. Etch reporled defen1.nl r.1I1 In bolh • GROSS land a NET 

"OEFENOANT FIGURES 00 NOr INCLUDE'; J\lVenJ'tl, ApP\ljl', f,orn U,S. M3~lurillll d~'CI'lons, RUlli '20 ,!rI1I1Ifll" out of Ii,SUlCI, 

figure In the appllcaal. time c;olumn. However. the pemn may fell within the GROSS count of OM lime column and the Hs-r 01 anolher. For ,xlmple, II a plllttlal diversion dispos,tlon1. ,eme..,.,h hom StJt. (oum and any pe:lty oHelllts ploceed~d by m'Cllmation. 

:~I~I~d:~~~~: (~~~:,=I~):nl~~~:~~f~n':'~~~~~'d :~~~:~ ~~~~: ~~ot~gJ!~~~I~~~~I~~~I~ 'n(orltal. Ulhe IJlIcludab'. tima was 4 diy" the NET lime 



SPEEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS TABLE 5 

HOW LONG IT TOOK TO BRING CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS TO TRIAL DURING JULY 1, 1976 THRU JUNE 30, 1977 

Ohio (cont.) 
Southern (60) 

Tennessee: 

Eastern (60) 

Middle (60~ 

Western (60) 
SEVENTH CIRCUI'TI-'--'---­
Illinois: 

( NUMBER OF DAYS THAT ELAPSED FROM ARREST TO IN,oICTMENT 

---11. 
18 

% 

-1bJL 
14.6 

~30d.YS 
DEF'S 

REPORTED % 

__ 59_ ~ 
60 43.8 

L.2.2.J I GROS~ ---1§. --ll..L __ ~ -lld. 
NET 16 21.3 22 29.3 

L-2.~ ~ 31 14.5 112 52.3 
~ --n- -rs:o -rr2 -s2.3 

1~60d.Y' 61 to 100 days 

~ DEF'S 
% 

OEF'S 
% 

OEF'S 
% REPORTED % REPORTED REPORTED REPORTED 

36 ~ 5 ~ 
__ 2_ 
~ 

__ 2 __ 
~ -3-6- 29.3 -6 4.9 1 .8 1 .8 

--..1lL-~ __ 7_ -1h.L __ 4_ ~ -lL- ..l.Q....l-
1B 24.0 7 9.3 4 5.3 8 10.7 

45 21.0 11 5.1 9 4.2 6 2.8 
--;r;r- 20:""6 -rr ---r:9 --;r- ---r:-g- --5-~ 

~ ___ 6 ---1.Q.,JL --1L ~ --L- -l.!WL 
30.0 11 55.0 3 15.0 

DEF" 
% REPORTED 

__ 2 __ 
-hL 

1 .8 

Northern (45) 

~ 6 

IGiiCiSsJ) -ll 
~ 28 

---h.'L ---1L-~ ..l5..2.-~ .JQL ...11..L ~ -1...2..- -.5.l- .JJl---5_ .....4.L- .J..L. 
5.8 80 16.5 156 32.1 104 21.4 30 6.2 47 9.7 41 8.4 

___ E_ap~ (60_)__ L-l§.J ~--l,Q _d9.d... __ 1_1_ -!.~ __ ._5 __ J2.,.L 
~ 10 38.5 12 46.2 4 15.4 

Southern (45) ~ ___ 8 
~ -L _....1.:L -L- --1S.d... --L ---L.:L. ---1- .-:z..:L-

India.na: 61.5 2 15.4 2 15.4 1 7.7 .... (60) 
~ 8 

~-XL 
~ 77 

U1 

I 
North!,rn ~ --1.0- --1Cl....3... ---.9..- ---9....3-

79.4 10 10.3 9 9.3 

---AQuthern (~O_) __ ~ ~ _4£..A- -L4- _..25..JL 
Wisconsin: 28.6 26 46.4 14 25.0 

Eastern (45) ~ ~~ _~ --l.9-- _ . .32.~B- _..5._ --B-6- ---1- --L..:i..-
~ 32 55.2 19 32.8 5 8.6 1 1.7 

Western 
EIGHTH CIRCUIT 
ArKanSas; 

(30) L-..1J ~ -..3. -25....CL _---1- -25...0-
~ 4 100.0 

Eastern (60) L.~ ~---ll.. ~ __ 2_0_ ~ _1_2 __ ~L 
~ 12 27.3 22 50.0 10 22.7 

Western (60) L-.!U __ 3 ~ __ 4_ ~ --L-
Iowa: 

3 37.5 4 50.0 1 

Northern (30) ~ ~ __ 1_ 25.0 __ 2_ ~ ---
NET 1 "25.0 2 50.0 

SQuthern (30) L-2.2.J ~-'L --lL.!L -tt- -6..3....6- ---
NET 7 31.B 63.6 

Minnesota (30) 
Missouri: 

L..l.S.9-J ~-t.r .-l.Q..!L --li.2- --4..3....L -2.B-
NET 21.4 70 44.0 26 

Eastern (30) ~ ~ 64 44.4 75 -2hL _3 __ 
NET -rr -45":1.- --7-5- 52.1 4 .. 

NET MEANS GROSS DA YS LESS DA YS OF EXCLUDABLE TIME UNDER 18 usc 311S1(hl. Each reported d,l,ndlnt lall. In t)Olh. ORCSS and a NET 
lIoure In Ihe applltabl, time column. However,lht person 11'11)' 'III wllhln the ORCSSCounl 01 onIUm, column and Ih, NET olanolher. For ,.ampl'.11 a 
dol,ndant had a gross time Inl,rval of 12 dl),', h' would bt .hOwn In tha 11030 d., GROSS Iimalntflrval.1f the e.dudabla lime wll'" daya, th, NET 11m, 
",auld be a day. (12.'. 8).nd Ihtd,l,ndanl would be ahown In Ih' 0 to IOday NET tlm'lnl,rv.'. 

~ 
12.5 

---

---
--1.2-S-

16.4 

----2..J.-
2.8 

--- ---

1 25.0 
__ 1_ --hL 

1 4.5 

-2J.- --.!hL 
21 13.2 

--..l- ------:L-

__ 1_ .-LJL.. 
1 1.0 

--- ---- ---- ---
---- ---- ---- ---l.-- -~ 

---- ---- --- ---
__ 4_ -L.L- --L- -2....5-- --- ---

4 2.5 4 2.5 

---1..-
__ .7 __ - ---- ---- ---



SPEEDV TRIAL DATA. ANAL YSIS TABLE 5 

HOW LONG IT TOOK TO BRING CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS TO TRIAL DURING JULY 1. 1976 THRU JUNE 30. 1977 

( NUMBER OF DAYS THAT ELAPSED FROM ARREST TO INDICTMENT 

DISTRICT AND TIME LIMIT 

Western (60) 

Nebraska::....;C.;;.60"") ___ _ 

~th Dakota (30) 

Sou th Dakota (GO) 

NINTH CIRCUIT 

01010 days 

DEF'S 
REPORTED 

L..2LJ ["G'iiOSs1>.....lL --.!!.!L.L 16 31. 4 1 2. 0 
~ 36 70.6 --1-4- 27.5 ---1--2:0 

L.,li.....) ~-lL. 
L~ET 11 

L.1.Il .... .J ~_~9_ 
~ 10 

-.i1..JL 
44.0 

-2Q,-!L 
55.6 

~,!L 
22.5 

__ 7_ 

8 

-~.?-
7 

.,_~L 
21 

~ G 24.0 
32.0 --6- --24.0 

J'l..,JL __ 2_ -lb.l 
38.9 

~ 
__ 8_ 20.0 

52.5 8 
,c
20

-:Q 

~.ill_j __ .___ L_2L.l §iW~lL ._21..1- ~ _35.7 ___ 4_ ._W 
NET 33 58.9 21 37.5 2 3.6 

~~LC~L ___ _ 
Cnlifornin, 

Ln~L.J ~.gL . __ l.1.,L 538 .-Ih!L 103 t3.6 
NET 112 14.8 '538- 71.0 J.oj·· --i3.6 

__ Northern (30) ~ Rr~~!.~-- _5.Q.,.L 147 ~}.fr",,1L 
___ AL ___ ~.l 

NET 217 51.3 149- 35.2 44 10.4 

6110 100 days 

__1_ -~.:Q. 

2 11.1 
--1- -s:G" 

2 5.0 
--2- -5:0 

S ~_. __ .!L 
-~4- .5 

13 -~ --'9 2.1 

DEF'S 
R£PORTEO 

._--
---
---

1 
---1-

% 

----
---
----

~_--d.. 
.1 

OEF'S 
REPORTED 

---
- ....... --

----

% 

---
._-_.-

_ .............. _,-

DEF'S 
REPORTED 

----
---
---~ 

. 2... ------1.d ~_3_ 
1 .2 3 

% 

-~-

------...... --
~~~-

,.L 
.7 

~ ___ Jo:!!.s!:ern f.3.Ql~_ LE..LJ 135 47.5 123 43.3 
~ --4'7:-5-- -~ii:f- "'43~:r-

14 4.9 1l. ---'rr --'4:9 -U-
3.9 

--3.9" 
1 

--'1 
.4 

--:4 
I 
__ .~.!1.trat .(601 __ 

Southern (10) 

l!awa;'.LJ~._~. __ 

Idnho (30) 

M~~_(~3~O~) _______ __ 

Oreaon...J.1Ql. ____ _ 

Washington. 
Eastern (60) 

L!!2LJ 

UHHi.-..l Eill~~_s.1L .s.~t.9.... .• .320_ .. ,.33 .• L .. .36..... _~_3 . .:z. "':'.2.1- _. __ 2_.JL. 
NET 581 60.1 320 33.1 37 3.8 28 2.9 

~.2L 51.8 .... lJ __ _;L0d.., .. _._.2... 16.1 1 1.8 
NET 30 --h.T 17 30.4 8 -~i --'1- --'1:8 

1 100.0 --'-1- -'100'70-
I 

~ 12 44.4 5 18 •. 5 8 29.6 
NET -~ -48':T" -~i6- 37.0 '2- -~7:4 

L!iLJ ~......'i6- ~ ---23.-- _-2Ia..A- __ .,L.,---1...2 ...........l- -l....2. 
~ 56 69.1 23 28.4 1 1.2 1 1.2 

L-1.LJ @§J>-AL 
~ 25 
~ __ A2- _.5L8- --5... __ 6....R ---1- -A....l. 

33.8 42 56.8 G 8.1 1 1.4 

" .. A~ _ __ 12..1.., __ • ..l3 __ .~~ ___ . .1 •••. _ ... J....3.. 
37 46.8 11 13.9 1 1.3 

L..1LJ ~_1.§.... ._3~ 
~ 30 38.0 

-·--1 .. 

--1-
---I--'"~I 
-_ .... C --3:7 

.......9.3- .. _4.!'....5.... _ ... .Ml_ _ ...28-7._ _ _..a.tL ._ .•. .!Wi _-2L _.J.2...!l.. _ •. ,.1._ ._ .. -S... 
99 47.4 61 29.2 19 9.1 23 11.0 1 .S 

"'---;-I---~}! _ .. t­
J_l---'~l--g-

_ . .l.1L 
.5 

UOEHNOANT f:IGUtlES DO ~OT INCLUDE; JU'v"mln, ApPI1.!' It.,m U S M,~,Itri1!1 UI.'CS,lons. Rull, 20 It,),,,r~rl Qut III ~1'\t'!(t 
ptliUlill tk~lIt'lon dl'PO'lllIl/'\, reI1'lQ'IJI, hcn'l Stolt. court. ~nd ill1y ptllY DlfI~II'~t ~IUI,.t'tdI:J by IniOImoll10n 
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SPEEDY l'RIAL DATA ANALYSIS TABLE 5 

HOW LONG IT TOOK TO BRING CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS TO TRIAL DURING JULY 1, 1976 THRU JUNE 30,1977 

r---------NUMBER OF DAYS THAT ELAPSED FROM ARRESTTO INDICTMENT 

DISTRICT AND TIME LIMIT ~~.------.--
~30days ~60days ( 1~180days I~ys&over --.J 0 \(J 10 days 61 to 100 days 100 to 120 days 

~-- 1"-----, 
"DEFENDANTS REPORTED OEF'S DEF'S 

~ ~ 
% REPORTED % nEPORTED 

Guam (602 L-..1..J GROSS __ 3_ ~ ---- ---- ----• NET 3 100.0 TENTH CIRCUIT 

Coloraao (6(1) LJ~!;u GROSS..,. 44 _...1hL __ 6_2_ 51.7 12 
--NET- ---44-- 36.7 62 ST:7 --1-2-

Kansas (60) LJ.Q.Q..J ~..liL -~ __ 2_6_ --.!.§.d.. 6 
--6-

NET 127 79.4 26 16.3 

Ne" Mexico (30) L-J.2.LJ ~--4L ~ ~ ~ ~ 
Oklahoma: NET 44 35.8 57 46.3 20 

Northern (30) L-..6.LJ ~- --3.7...2- --.3.3- -.5..4...J... -----A-
NET 24 39.3 32 52.5 4 

Eastern (30) ~ ~ __ 7_ 38.9 5 27.8 6 
NET 7 --38.9 ----ro- --s5.b --y-

---Nestern (60) L...l2.9.J ~~ -~ -.--6..4_ ~ __ 4_ 
NET 63 48.8 62 48.1 4 

UJ;;ili.. (60) • ----- L--llJ ~-2L 70.3 __ 6_ ~ 
__ 3 _ 

NET 26 70.3 6 16.2 3 

W:i0mina {~Ol L-al.J@~ 32.1 _...1:.L. _ ..ll..L __ 10 _ 
NEr 35 40.2 44 50.6 7 

""NET MEANS GROSS DAYS LESS OA YS OF EXCI.UDABlE TIME UNDER 18 Usc 3161(h}. Eaeh reported delendant lalls In both a GROSS and a NET 
IIgure In the applicable time column However. the penon may lall wllhln the GROSS count 01 one lime column and the NET 01 another. For etBmplo. if a 
delendant had a gro,s lime Inler'lal 0112 days, he would be sh~own in Ihe II.3/) dioY GROSS time Inlerval, lIthe excludable lime was 4 days, Ihe NET lime 
would be 8days II ~.4=6) and the delendanl would be shown In tho 0 to 10 day NET IImelnlerval . 

•• OEFENOANT FIGURES 00 NOT INCLUDE: JoJvltlllh!s.Appt! .. " hom U 5 Mol!)tSu.lIe dt.'Clslons, Rutl!. '20 lIallshl'10UI 01 rJl\UICt. 
preu, .. 1 ~'VltnIO" d"PO\IUOnl, tcmo'lJ1~ IrOin Stolle court' alld >joy petty ollt!IIIus p,ocecdel1 bV In!orm311011. 

% 
DEF'S 

% 
OEF'S 

% RE~OE:~~D % 
OEF'S 

% REPORTED REPQRTED REPORTED 

---- --- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---
10.0 2 1.7 
~ --2- --r;?- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---

~ 1 .6 ------1- --.6- ----- ---- ---- ---- ---3.B 

~ __ 1 _ __ ._8_ 1 .8 ---- ---- ---1- -.Il ---- ---
16.3 1 .8 

~ __ 1_ -h..L ---- ---- ---- -_.- ---- .0 ___ -

6.6 1 1.6 

-)--1--1-33.3 
----s-:b --- ---- ---- ---- --

_...hL ---- ---- --1- ------ ----
3.1 

. .-Jl.,..L __ 1_ ~ 
___ 1_ ~ -----1- -----

8.1 1 2.7 1 2.7 

_)..1,!L __ 1_ 1.1 __ 1_ ~ ---- --.-
8.0 - 1 ~ --1--



2. Time Interval from Indictment to Arraignment 

Defendants must be arraigned within ten days of indictment or 

information or first appearance whichever occurs later. However, 

this ten day arraignment interval has been difficult to meet for 

the various reasons set forth in the speedy trial report lastiyear. 

Of the 35,181 defendants for whom this time interval was recorded, 

26,071 or 74.1 percent were arraigned in 10 days or less. However, 

93.8 percent of all defendants were arraigned within 30 days. 

Of the 9,110 defendants arrai~led after the expiration of the 

10 day period, 6,720 or 73.8 percent were defendants in 28 of the 

94 districts. In the Northern District of Illinois 586 or 55.5 

percent of the 1,055 were arraigned after the 10 day period. In the 

Western District of Louisiana 51.7 percent of the 3?6 defendants 

were arraigned 11 days or more after indictment. 

The 28 districts in which more than 100 defendants were arraigned 

after the expiration of the ten day period are as follows: 

- 18 -



TABLE 6 
Districts with 100 or more defendants disposed of 
with net time intervals from indictment to arraignment 
which were 11 days or more 

All Percent 
District defendants Number of all 

All 94 districts 35,181 9,110 25.9 

*Twenty-eight districts 22,979 6,720 29.2 
Percent of all districts 65.3 73.8 

Illinois, Northern 1,055 586 55.5 
Louisiana, Western 356 184 51. 7 
Connecticut 303 149 49.2 
California, Eastern 578 268 46.4 
Indiana, Northern 404 181 44.8 
New York, Eastern 804 349 43.4 
California, Northern 686 285 41.5 
Georgia, Northern 430 167 38.8 
Michigan, Eastern 919 339 36.9 
Georgia, Southern 1,574 567 36.0 
Ohio, Northern 581 201 34.6 
Tennessee, Middle 345 114 33.0 
Texas, Southern 1,698 555 32.7 
Oregon 323 104 32.2 
Virgin Islands 489 155 31. 7 
New Jersey 846 264 31.2 
New York, Southern 1,678 508 30.3 
Kansas 403 116 28.8 
Washington, Westenl 514 122 23.7 
Florida, Southern 833 197 23.6 
Distl'ict of Columbia 1,011 232 22.9 
Alabama, Northern 497 104 20.9 
Texas, Western 901 186 20.6 
Louisiana, Eastern 721 138 19.1 
Ca1ifoTIlia, Central 2,023 347 17.2 
Maryland 62.0 102 16.5 
Arizona 1,043 100 9.6 
California, Southern 1,344 100 7.4 

All other districts 12,202 2,390 ~9.6 

*Ranked high to low by percent . 

. The following table shows the number of days taken to arraign 
defendants. The figures show both gross and net time. 

- 19 -



SPEEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS TABLE 7 

HOW LONG IT TOOK TO BRING CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS TO TRIAL DURING JULY 1, 1976 THRU JUNE 30, '1977 

r------ NUMBER OF DAYS THAT ELAPSED FROM INDICTMENT I FIRST APPEARANCE TO ARRAIGNMENT 

DISTRICT AND TIME LIMIT ~10dayS 1~30dayS 1~60dayS 

• D.C. CIRCUIT 
District of Columbia 

FIRST CIRCUIT 

Maine 

Massachusetts 

New Hampshire 

Rhode IS1 and 

Puerto Rico 

SECOND'CIRCUIT 
Connecticut _____ _ 

New York: 
Northern. ____ _ 

"DEFENDANTS REPO RTED ......... ........... 
~ ~ fGiiOSSl> 

~ 779 

__ 6_ L ... 1LJ ~ 
~ 10 

....1&L ~~ 
~ 163 

23 L.....£....J ~ 
~ ~ 

~ ~ 
~ 82 

--.2.Q.L ~. 
~ 213 

131 ~. 
~ '-154 

~ 
79 

% 

......H..A..... 
77.1 

...M....L 
90.9 

Jb..L. 
62.5 

92.0 
96:(J 

---22....!L... 
78.1 

-...6.1....2....... 
83.5 

~ 
50.8 

43.9 
ST:Q-

DEF'S OEF'S 
REPORTED % REPORTED 

--.....22!L. -2.2....L. ~ 
217 21.5 12 

__ 1_ ---2.:.L ----
1 9.1 

__ 7_5_ ~ _1_0 __ 

75 28.7 10 

1 4.0 
--1- ---;r:o- ----
~ -2.2...9...- ----

20 19.0 

-3.a.... ~ ~ 
37 14.5 2 

-.ilL ~ ~ 
106 35.0 34 

__ 5_2_ 33.5 _2_4 __ 
53 34:2 19 

'" o 

~ 
~ 

WlQLj ~> 
~ 

I 
Eastern 

Southern 

Wes"cern 

']ermou-f-. 

'rHIRD CIRCUIT 

Delaware 

Naw Jersey 

Pennsylvania: 
Eastern 

Middle 

Western 

450 
455 

1 1078 ...J ~. 
~ 

1099 
1170 

162 
l67 

~-~ 
~ 49 

95 LE2......J ~ 
~ ll4 

538 ~~ 
~ -sB'2 

~ ~~ 
~ 402 

.......&L L2.L.J ['GROSS]> 
~ 71 

245 L....ill.......~ 
~' -:rsr-

~ 
56.6 

~ 
69.7 

64.8 
~ 

~ 
48.5 

74.8 
89.8 

63.6 
~ 

~ 
85.0 

74.7 
78.0 

~ 
72.1 

~ Jl...L- ......M-
256 31.8 43 

~ ~ ~ 
390 23.2 51 

58 2hL.. _1_7 __ 
56 22.4 15 

~ ~ --1.5.--... 
36 35.6 13 

27 ~L 
__ 4 __ 

11 8.7 2 

200 ...ll&...- _4_5 __ 
179 21.2 40 

6R J.4....L... 12 

60 12.7 8 

17 J8....l...... ~ 
16 17.6 4 

~ ~ --1l-
84 24.1 9 

\rET MEANS GROSS DA YS Less DA YS OF EXCLUDABLE TIME UNDER hs O:.iu 31151("), t:ach reported dofendant lalla In both a GROSS and a NET 
/laura In thasppllcable time column. Howovor. tho tlonon may fafrwfthln the GROSS count of ono lime column and the NET 01 anolher. For c)(arnplo, If a 
dofend:!.nl had a grO!s lime Interval of 12days. ho Would be shown In the 11.JOday GROSS time inierval-llthe o)(cludablo limo was 4 tfays. tho NET Ume 
~ould be adays (12·4=8)and the defendant would be shown In Ihe 0 10 10 day NET limo Inlerval. 

% 

--L..9...... 
1.2 

----

~ 
3.8 

---

----

--2.....4...-
.8 

-.ld.,L... 
11.2 

~ 
12.3 

--...5...6_ 
5.3 

----h.L-
3.0 

~ 
6.0 

~ 
12.9 

-h.l-
1.6 

~ 
4.7 

...2..L. 
1.7 

---6....0-
4.4 

...-3...2...... 
2.6 

61 to 100 days 

oEF'S 
% REPORTED 

__ 5_ ~ 
1 .1 

__ 2_ ...1&.:1-

__ 7_ ......6.....L.. 
7 2.7 

-L- -'L...O......-

-L- -"---

__ 8_ ~ 
4 1.3 

__ 7_ ~ 
3 1.9 

.......ll...... ~ 
18 2.2 

~ --L.:L...-
23 1.4 

__ 4_ --L.§.......... 

4 1.6 

~......3....ll.. 
1 1.0 

100 to 120 days 

OEF'S 
% REPORTED 

---

__ 2 __ ---..lL..... 
2 .8 

--- ----

--1- ----<l-
2 .8 

~ ~ 
2 .7 

__1 __ --------L 

--"- ----5....... 
4 .5 

...J.3--... 
__ 11-

11 .7 

1 .4 

OEF'S 
% REPORTED 

-'l- ---L-
1 .1 

__ 1 __ . ----L 
1 .4 

1 ~ 

3 2.9 

~ ~ 
1 .4 

~ ---L-
1 .3 

--L- ----L... 

1 I .6 
--In- ---L2--

9 1.1 

-l!l....- -L..L...... 
14 .8 

1.0 

OEF'S 
REPORTED 

~ 
1 

__ 2 __ 

__ 3 __ 

3 

--IL.......... 

---..L--

~ 
2 

--...2.-

--1.9-
19 

--3.5-
19 

2 

2 

% 

~ 
.1 

--!!hL 

-1..L 
1.1 

-3....8...-

~ 

~ 
.7 

~ 

-e.2....L 
2.4 

-2...l-
1.1 

2.0 

2.0 

~......3....ll........lL---L...:L......l1l----1.....2-~--2..1L... 
23 2.7 9 1.1 6 .7 7 .8 

__ 3 ___ ._6_ 

1 .2 

--2-- __ ._6_ 2 ~ _1 __ ---L-)--...2.- _....6.-. 
2 .6 --2-- .6 

.-DEFENDANT FIGURES 00 NOT INCLiJDE; Juveniles, Appedls from U.S MilgISlt31e deciSionS, Aule 20 !(anslcrs out 01 dlslrlCI. 
pretrial diverSion dlspostUons, (omoll.ll\ hom Slate courts and any pelly offellses proceedcd by Informallon. 



SPEEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS TABLE 7 

HOW "'ON~ IT TOOK TQ BRING CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS TO TRIAL DURING JULY 1, 1978 THRU JUNE 30, 1977 

( . NUMBER OF DAYS THAT ELAPSED FROM INDICTMENT I FIRST APPEARANCE TO ARRAIGNMENT ------..') 

DISTRICT AND TIME LIMIT r n tn 

~10d"" 100 to 120 day. 

virgin Islands 

FOURTH CIRCUIT 

Maryland 

North carolina: 

Eastern 

Mjddle 

Western 

South Carolina 

Virgini,,: 
Eastern 

Wester.n ____ _ 

~west virginia: 

Northern 

Southern 
FIFTH CIRCUIT ----
ALabama: 

Northern 

Middle 

Southern 

Florida: 
Northern 

Middle 

Southern 
Georgia: 

Northern 

.. 

"DEFENDANTS REPORTED " 
~ ~ 

~ [G'RoSS]> 322 65.8 -llL ~ __ 2_1_ ~ __ 2_ 
~"334 ~ 134 27.4 20 4.1 

DEF'S 
REPORTED 

DEF'S 
REf'ORTED 

~ IGA~~ ~~ --14....:L ----1.3.4..- --2J.....fL ---l.O-~ -9.- --l...S- ___ 1 ____ ._2_ ..-L ------.5- ---L _-.5.. 
83.5 89 14.4 6 1.0 3 .5 2.3 2 .3 

~ \~AOSS ~JlL.. --fiB....l.-- --4.!l- -llU- -15- __ 5,dL __ 1_1_ ~ ---L --L ---'L --1...L ----A- ---l-5-
NET 189 72.7 48 18.5 13 5.0 7 2.7 2.8 1 .4 

~ ~~ .22..L __ 3_9_ ~ ~ _-5....1.. -L ----.:L -2- -..:l- --1- -----.:L 
~ 235 79.9 45 15.3 12 4.1 2 .7 

~ \GAOSS ~_l.O..2.... -B£-.3.._ ~ ~ _~5 __ ~,_o_ 
NET 112 90.3 9 7.3 3 2.4 

1 __ .8_ 

~U fROSS ~ 194 77.3 14 5.6 26 10.4 11 4.4 3 1.2 
NET ~ ~ --1-2-~ --3- --loT --2- ---.8- ---1- ---.4-

1 .4 __ 2_ .8 

~--' ~ 332 84.5 38 9.7 9 2.3 
~-336 Ii'5."5"' ~ 1:1.2 --8- ---"2.0 

4 ~ __ 2 ___ ._5 ___ 1 ___ ._3 ____ 7_ 1.8 
5 ----r:3 

U&LI ~~ ~ __ 1_7_ .J.Q.,L.. ___ 4_ ~ __ 2_ -hL ___________ _ 
~ 142 86.1 19 11.5 2 1.2 1 .6 

_ __ 2_ --.L.L 

~ fGiiOsSJ>---2L 85.9 __ 8_ ~ 
~ 55 ~ 8 12.5 ---- ----

L.W.....J ~~ ~ __ 2_4_ ~ 
~ 171 84.7 20 9.9 

U2LJ ~...IlL 
~393 

LllLJ ~~ 
~274 

75.9 104 ~ 
79.1 101 20.3 

-::9~9,,", 3::-'I __ -:1=- __ ._4_ 
99.3 2 .7 

1:,\ --,-
E: , 

10\ ---'-
2 \ , 

_1_1_ 
\ 

~ __ 6_---hL 
4.0 'I .5 

~ __ 2 ____ .4 ____ 1 ____ .2_ 

.4 1.2 

1 .6 

___ 2_ ~ ___ 2_ ~ 

1 ,5 1 .5 

~ ~ -.22... 52.7 __ 5_9_....lld- ~_\ -1hQ... __ 7_ ~ ,----L. --..L --2...... -L..L --L -2-:L. 
~ 100 ~ 61 32.4 16 \ 8.5 7 3.7 1 .5 1 .5 2 1.1 

L....1§LJ ~....Jl.L ~ ~ ..2l...l- ---2.B..-.. • .J.fi-.9.. --L ---1...lL. -L --6- --L -WL ~ --L!L 
~ 128 77.1 32 19.3 6 3.6 

L.2ll....J ~ ~ _~ __ 9_8_ .JJWL-~ _§..JL ---D-_~ -L --.5..- -B- --L.5.. -1.L.. ---2....L 
~ 491 94.6 22 4.2 4 I, .8 2.4 , 

LJl1l...J !'GfiOSsl> 576 69.1 165...ll&.- __ 4_1_ ~2.... .--2..L _d..JL ---L ----.B..-~ -----.!L ----LL --LA.. 
~636' "'"'7t'C4" ~ 17.4 32 3.~' 14 1.7 3 .4 2 .2 1 .1 

~ [§§J> ~ ..2Q..&-~ .-ll..5- --32- _....2..4- __ .4- __ ...9- __ 2_ ~ -----2- ----L __ ..5... -L.2.. 
~ 263 61..2 136 31.6 26 6.0 I, 2 .5 1 .2 1 .2 1 .2 

NET MEANS GROSS DAYS LESS DAYS OF EXCLUDABLE TIME UNDER 18 USC 3161(h). Each reported dolendant falls In both a GROSS and a NET 
flguro In the applicable tlmo column. However, Ille peraon may laU within tho GROSS count 01 ana time column and the NET 01 another For altample If a 
dofendant had a gr0Sl1 time Interval 0112 days, he would bashawn In the 11..3Qday GROSS Hmo Inlorval. II the eltciudDble limo was" ~ys, tho NET 'tlmo 
~'\'ould ba 8 day. (12-";: 8) and Ihe defendant would be ahown In the 0 10 10 day NE'l" lime Interval. 

"OEFENDANT FIGURES 00 NOT INCLUOE: JUYl!n.lu.Af'I~i)1s hom U.S. M~glnri)le d~>CUlons, Rule 20 1t3f\llvu out of dl\Ulct, 
prlemal dlYl!lSlon dlspOSltionl, remoyah hom Stale COUIU and any petty ollens.:s PIOCl!ed~ by Informauon. 



Sl'EEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS TABLE 7 

HOW LONG IT TOOK TO BRING CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS TO TRIAL DURING JULY 1, 1976 THRU JUNE 30,1977 

( NUMBER OF DAYS THAT ELAPSED FROM iNDICTMENT/FIRST APPEARANCE TO .A.RRAIGNMENT 

DISTRICT AND TIME LIMIT L 010 10 day. ~30dayS ,~60dayS 
Georgia (cont.) 

Middle 

"DEFENDANTS REPOR ....... TED ......... % 
DEF'S 

% RE~a~'¥ED % REPORTED 

Southern 
Louisiana: 

Eastern 

Middle 

Western 
Mississippi: 

Northern 

___ S9.uthe.r."n'--___ _ 
Texas: 

Northern ________ _ 

Eastern 

Southern 

Western 

Canal Zone 
SIXTH CIRCUIT 
Kentucky: 

Eastern 

Western 

Michigan: 

Eastern 

Western 
Ohio: 

Northern 

.. 

120 ~ 
129 

...9.§.L LlllU ~ 
~ 1007 

563 L..llLJ [CiiiOsSl> 
~ 5a3 

~ L...lH..J ~ 
~ 108 

~ ~~ 
~ 172 

---2L ~, 
~ 99 

~ '-l22.-.l ~ 
~ 79 

_4.9.!L L...6.L3...J ~I> 
~ 543 

96 
lOB 

~~ 
~ 

1034 
1143 

....6.2L 
715 

~ ~ 
~ 214 

-.!l.L 
92 

....2.!l.L ~~ 
~ 288 

~ L-..9.J..!LJ ~ 
~ 580 

~ L...ll2..J [GROsS]) 
~ 54 

...J..il.... L..2J!.LJ ~ 
~ 380 

72.7 
78:2 

61.1 
64.0 

78.1 
----so.-9 

~ 
94.7 

~ 
48.3 

~ 
87.6 

~ 
64.8 

--BiWL 
88.6 

~ 
71.5 

~ 
67.3 

---"1A.....B-
79.4 

----.23...!L 
73.5 

64.6 
~ 

~ 
86.0 

-2.Q...JL 
63.1 

--41......L 
48.2 

-~-
65.4 

28 17.0 7 
--27- ----rG.4 --1-

----±!.L ~ ~ 
432 27.4 105 

123 17.1 24 
109 J:5."l"" --22-

__ 5_ ~ __ 1_ 
5 4.4 1 

133 ~ _2_3_ 
137 38.5 20 

__ 1_1_ ~ ---
13 11.5 

--3.l..- --25-!L --lS-
27 22.1 14 

98 .-..l!"WL .--1.9..-
60 9.8 10 

~- 25.2 7 
34 ----u-:s --7-

--.ll.L 22.1 139 
363 -21.4 -~ 

~47 --1Ji....:L ---A1-
137 15.2 31 

--.5.2- ---.U....L --l.9-
56 19.2 19 

__ 3_2_ _..l.1.:..§... __ 9 _ 

31 23.8 3 

-2L.. ---L.2.- -2.:L. 
23 6.9 22 

255 ---2:J...:L ~ 
255 27.7 40 

~ --...ll..'L ~ 
40 35.7 11 

-11.!L -.JQ.,..J... --.-43-
166 28.6 29 

NET MEANS GROSS CiAYS lESS DA YS OF EXCLUDABLE TIME UNDER 18 usc 3161(n~. Eoen reporled dofendanl falls In botn a GROSS and .. NET 
figure In the applicable lime column, However, tho person may lall within Ine GROSS count of one lime column and tho NET 01 another For example If. 

~~~I~d;:~~~~:I~;?:~I~T:nl~~~Z~~f~nld2.~~~~~; ;:~~~!~~~i~:ri~ot~~~~~~~~i~~~;,~~~I~ Inlerval, II iho excludable limo was" d~YI,lh" t!:;T ilme 

4.2 
--.-6-

~ 
6.7 

3.3 
----rl 
__ .9 _ 

.9 

6.5 
5.6 

---

_..12. .... "1-
11.5 

---l....L 
1.6 

4.6 
-4:-6" 

8.2 
~ 

--.5.....2-
3.4 

~ 
6.5 

~ 
2.3 

_Ji..3.. 
6 .. 6 

~ 
4.4 

--.8....9-
9.8 

_2.d. 
5.0 

1~100d.y, 
RE~oEri~~D % 

10010120 days 121 10 180 days 

DEF'S 
% 

OEF'S 
% 

DEF'S 
% REPORTED REPORTED REPORTED 

1 .6 2 1.2 2 1.2 5 3.0 
-r- ----:-b ---r ~ ----r- ----:0- --q- ---r.<r 

44 2.8 18 1.1 24 1.5 9 .6 
-W- ---r:T --5- --.3- --2- --.-1- --3-- --.-2-

5 .7 4 .6 1 .1 1 .1 
--4- --.-6- --3- --.4-

1 .9 --- ----
14 3.9 4 1.1 9 2.5 5 1.4 -----ro 2.8 4 1.1 --8- "2":2 --5- -r:4 

__ 2_ --.h!L ---- ---- ---- __ 2 _ _....J:..,J!.. 
1 .9 

-..5- ---4...L --- ---- ---- --2....- ---L.Q.. 
2 1.6 

--- ---- --L- ---J.. 

__ 4_ ~ 1 .7 __ 4_ ~ 1 __ .7_ 
--2- --c3 

91 5.4 
----;(5 ~ 

_....!.L .6 11 .0 36 2.1 
1 --.1 ---3- --.-2- --9- --X 

-2..L --2....6.. -L- ---....L ----2- -L.SL 
14 1.6 1 .1 3 .3 

__ 2_ -----J.... 
2 .7 

__ 2 _ 1.5 
2 ---r:s 1 .8 

___ 1 ____ .8 ___ 2_ ~ 

1 .8 

-L ~ --L. ---L.. -----1- ------3.. 
1 .3 1 .3 

-2..9- -3....2... -L __ .3.-. ----1.l..- ----L..2... --2.0.- -2...2.. 

23 2.5 3 .3 9 1.0 9 1.0 

---L -.5...A. ---L ~ --L- --2...:L ---1...- -...9... 
3 2.7 1 .9 2 1.8 1 .9 

---...lL.. ----L.9.. ---2..- -----L -B.- ----1...A.. 
3 .5 1 .2 2 .3 

"DEFENDANT FIGUF~ES DO NOT INCLUDE: Juvl!ruln, ApP'lal, hom U.S M;JIJlSlfollt detlitonJ, Rule: 20 tranden OUI 01 dll",cl, 
ptl!Uloll dp .. "",on dl,politIOns. femo ... ,)h hom SI')IO (OUIt, and any penv olfemes proc\!t!d"d by If\!onnauon. 
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SPEEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS TABLE 7 

HOW LONG IT TOOK TO BRING CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS TO TRIAL DURING JULY 1, 1976 THRU JUNE 30, 19n 

NUMBER OF DAYS THAT ELAPSED FROM INDICTMENT/FIRST APPEARANCE TO ARRAIGNMENT----.j ( 

~~10dav. DISTRICT AND TIME LIMIT 
11 to 30 day. ~60dav. 

\.--, 

Ohio (cont.) 
Southern 

Tennessee: 

Eastern 

Middle 

Western 
SEVENTH CIRCUIT 
Illinois: 

Northern 

Eastern 

___ ~out.he"'r!,.!n~ ___ _ 

Indiana: 
___ N_o_r_th_ern, ____ _ 

Southern 

Wisconsin: 

Eastern 

Western 
EIGHTH CIRCUIT 
Arkansas: 

Eastern 

Western 
Iowa: 

Northern 

Southern 

Minnesota 
Missouri: 

Eastern 

.. 

"DEFENDANTS REPOR TED 
~ .......... 

U1!L.J fGAo'SSi> -UL 
~ 196 

.J&L. Ll..!!.L..J ~ 
~ 180 

~ L1!LJ ~ 
~ 231 

117 Lill-J IGROSS ~ 
NET ~ 

..ML UMLJ ~SS ~ 
NET 1\69 

~ L.1LJ ~. 
~ 26 

22 
--u-
~ ~~I> 
~ 223 

-.2L U&LJ~ 
~ 99 

..1QL L.!J!Lj ~. 
~ 105 

-!iL 
17 

~ L..llLJ [CiROSSJ> 
~ 249 

34 ~ @.§J> 
~ 34 

~ L.M-J ~ 
~. 38 

---ll-L1L.J ~ 
~ 57 

239 Lill-J [GAciSS[> 
~ ~ 

-ll.4.-Lill-.J ~ 
~' 317 

% 

~ 
72.6 

~ 
92.3 

66.1 
~ 

88.0 
~ 

~ 
44.5 

~ 
65.0 

45.8 
~ 

~ 
55.2 

~ 
59.3 

54.1 
54.1 

--...M...L. 
70.8 

86.6 
89.9 

63.0 
63.0 

--23......L 
84.4 

77.0 
77.0 

69.3 
----n:-g 

_Jl9.a2-
90.1 

oEF'S 
% 

DEF'S 
REPORTED REPORTED 

~ .-ll,2 _1_1_ 
64 23.7 9 

__ 2_1_ ~ 
__ 4 __ 

13 6.7 

63 18.3 25 
.~ ~ --2-0-

12 9.0 __ 2_ 
--10-~ 

~ _4~ _7lL-
476 45.1 72 

__ 1_2_ ~ ---14 35.0 

25 52.1 __ 1_ 
-2-6- --s4.2 

171 ~ -.3B-
123 30.4 37 

-.1:1..-~ _1_3_ 
48 28.7 14 

69 ~ _.1.1.-
69 35.6 11 

1-__ 5_ ---2.Q...l1. -2..-
7 29.2 

29 ---1.2..2. 
__ 4_ 

24 8."1 3 

10 18.5 __ 3_ 

12 ~ 2 

Ii ~ ---L_ 
6 13.3 1 

14 ~ --L-
14 18.9 1 

t-P.--~ ~ 74 21.4 10 

-2B.- 8.0 4 
28 --a:o --4-

HETMEANS GROSS DAYS LESS DAYS OF EXCLUDABLE TIME UNDER 18 usc 3161(h). Each reported delondant 'alts In both a GROSS and II NET 
figure In the applicable time column. However, tho person may lall within the GROSS count of ana tlmo column and lila NET of another For elamplo II a 

!~I~~~: (~~='~i:~~:~~~!~.~~~~~ :e~~~ ~~~: ~~ol~~ ~!~~~I~~~;I~~~I~ Inlorval, If tho 8lcludablo time wu " d~ya. tho HEr 'Umo 

% 

~ 
3.3 

-b.L 

7.2 
---s-:e-
~ 

---2d.. 
6.8 

----
--..h!...-

~ 
9.2 

~.jL 
8.4 

-2...L 
5.7 

---B...L 

-L.L 
1.1 

~ 
3.7 

........Ji..:L 
2.2 

-LA..-. 
1.4 

~ 
2.9 

-1.:.L 
1.1 

61 to 100 days 121 to 180 days 

OEF'S % 
OEF'S 

% 
DEF'S 

% 
OEF'S 

% REPORTED REPORTED REPORTED REPORTED 

__ 2_ .7 __ 2 _ __ ._7 _ 

1 .4 

__ 2_ -hlL __ 1_ __ ._5 _ _ __ 1 _ __._5 _ 
1 .5 1 .5 

19 5.5 4 1.2 5 1.4 1 .3 
--W ----s:2"" --3- --.-9- ---3- --.9- --1- --.-3-

1 .8 1 .8 
--1- --.-8- ---1- --.8-

~ ~ __ 1_1_ __ 1_ • .!L _-2- __ ._9_ _.1p _ _J..JL 
20 1.9 9 .9 6 .6 3 .3 

__ 1_ 
~ ---L ---2...5- ---- ---- ---- ----

--- ---- ---- ----
-2.!L ......5--!L-

18 4.5 1 .2 

__ 4_ --L..l- --L _-.LJL --3- --L.5..... 
4 2.1 2 1.0 3 1.5 

__ 1_ --A..:L 

__ 1 _ __ ._4_ __ 2_ __.:L ---- -L. ----A.. 
1 .4 

2 ~ __ 4_ ---1.d.. -L. ---L.9---1- 1.9 4 7.4 1 1.9 

----l -hL.. ---- ---- ---- ---
---2.. -2..:l- ---- ----

2 2.7 

--9.. -2...6- __ 4_ -L..L _ __ 4_ --1....L -L ---L..l.. 
3 .9 2 .6 1 .3 

__ 3_ __ ._9_ __ 1_ --<.L ---- ---- --2- --..5.. 
2 .6 1 .3 

"DEFENDANT FIGUftES 00 NOT INClUOE~ Juvemln. Appo!als hom U$. M3\lltlfiJUI dt.'eUlons. Rule 20 tfillnl¢r, 01.11 01 dl'Ultl. 
ptl~1fIal di\lenlon dispoSItions, l¢mo ... .Ih hom Sute COI.IIIS iond any petty oUen,es ploce¢ded by ",Iofmalum. 
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SPEEDV TRIAL DATA ANALVSIS TABLE 7 

HOW LONG IT TOOK TO BRING CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS TO TRIAL DURING JULV 1. 1976 THRU JUNE 30.1977 

r NUMBER OF DAYS THAT ELAPSED FROM INDICTMENT/FIRST APPEARANCE TO ARRAIGNMENT 

DISTRICT AND TIME LIMIT 

Western 

Nebrnska 

North Dakota 

south Dakot.a 

NINTH CIRCUIT 
A~ ______ _ 

"DEFENDANTS REPORTED 
~ ~ 

~ ~-~~ • NET 196 

L-M.J ~.-22. 
NET 73 

L __ llJ ~~ NJ;T 65 

L-!11..J ~~ NET 57 

L.ll2..J ~~-La NET 125 

-fi!l..L 
82.0 

~ 
74.7 

-i.0..,L 
41.6 

DEF'S 
REPORTED 

-1.l..... 
13 

1..7._ 
13 

64 
---s4 

% 

6 2.8 
-~\)- -T.1r 

.-ll...L --L- _..d~.1_ __ ._1_ 
14.6 2 2.2 1 

__ lJl-,2... 7 8.0 4 
14.9 -'--6- -6-:9 --2-

46.7 10 7.3 __ 1_ 
46:7 -10- --'7--;3-

.. 11.i . ..L _~..5- _.2.~~ .• J,L 
16.3 5 2.9 11 

__.J..,.L --.--- ----1.t 

4.6 
--2-:3 

__ .-!2- 1 .7 
---1- --~7-

2 .9 

_ .. _2~._ ~ 

___ <l __ 

2 

OEF'S 
REPORTED 

1 

1 
--1-

5 
--5-

.5 

1.1 
J::"l 

3.6 
-'"3'7a-

~ Arizona Llll.u.J ~_IU2.. _.!iJ • ..§... _ ll.L ~ll...J.. .• 15. _,,1...'1. ·-··~·-I .. & •. ~ .. L _ ..... !L_ 
I california: ~ 943 90.4 90 8.6 4 .4 .1 2 .2 

Norther"n::..... ___ _ L....6..8.LJ ~_-'lB.l. _.5.5...5- _182 __ __ .2.1.Lo.... 
~ 401 58.5 189 27.6 

-.2.l._I_.Jto.L 
66 9.6 

._22- _..3....2... __ ..!L •.. J.....3. .•• 
18 2.6 3 .4 

_ .5 _ i ._..........:L _ .. 11... ....L1._ 
2 I .3 7 1.0 

___ E!~!'!=ern L.5.l8..J ~l>_..au _...5.l...A- ..J9..4.. __ .. .l3.~ . • SS- .. _ .J..!L ..• lL .. --..2...2.. 
~ 310 53.6 202 34.9 51 8.8 10 1.7 

Central _m.-.2- ._206_ _l1....L _._0.9 __ ~ •. ~.Q • _ .M._ -.~ __ L __ ._ •. L _ __L. ____ j_ .•• .ll _ -.,.,-...t.4..-
82.8 270 13.3 65 3.2 9 .4 3 .1 

I 
Southern L..lliLJ ~_1236 

NET 1244 
~lL _ ,&,2_ ....... S...L ~L_ .~ .. ! ... L 

__ .i. _ 
...1.. _........L. ~ 1. ••• .~;J_ __ ... L __ .JL __ ~.2. _ 

92.6 69 5.1 23 1.7 4 .3 1 .1 1 .1 2 .1 

Hawaii L..l.9.2.J ru-ill. NET 180 
-13.1...2.. _~ -12....L 

90.5 19 9.5 

Idaho LJJ.a.J ~.~ NET 73 
-2-.l...L __ 2~8_ ~ __ 1 ..... 2 ___ Ul...L __ 9 ____ hfi. ---1---- __ .1..- -_.&- -.-.- --.-

61.9 27 22.9 13 11.0 5 4.2 
I , 

Montana 
~ ru-li -ll...!L _ll- _ll&.. _ .-5_ --2...L --L --L..5..1_-L --1...5- --- -1-·----NET 43 65.2 19 28.8 3 4.5 1 1.5 

Nevada LJ.1Q.J ~---l3.3. NET 144 
-1.a..2.. _3!L. --1.:Z....6- _--6..... -3.....5- --L _-.&. _~._ 

84.7 24 14.1 1 .6 1 .6 
--- ---

Oregon L.3.2.l.J ~-2li -.6.6....6.. ---1U.- -2.0.-7- ---2.L_ ----2....1L -.lL. 
5 

--L.9.. _-2- ___ ...6- _....2- _--Jl.. _--L -L 
Washington: NET 219 07.8 68 21.1 27 8.4 1.5 2 .6 2 .6 

Eastern L..!.RJ ~-.lli. NET 116 
__ ?l.d... ... _.~ --liJ.... ....... lL- __ ..J...!L .• __ .9._ ........ ..2 . ...2.. 

76.3 23 15.1 10 6.6 3 2.0 

Western ~ ~ 340 
NET ----:i92 

... ..2.t? ..... L _.!.~ _..l~ ___ .3l.. _ _ ...9...2... __ L __ .J..2.. _-.3... • 
76.3 107 20.8 11 2.1 ~ .4 

~ 
NET MEANS GROSS DAYS LESS DAYS OF EXCLUDABLE TIME UNDER 18 USC 3t81(M each repotted defend.ant rana In MIt. a OROSS and a NET 
flgur.ln I" •• pplletble Umoeolumn. HO'IIIe"er, Ihe pInon may I,n within 11'1. OROSS count 01 01'10 Uma column and 11'1, NET ol.nolh,r Fot ' •• mp", It • 
dof.ndanl had. oros, tlm.lnte,,,.1 01 i2 d4YI, h. 'Would be ahown In Ihe 11-30d.y GROSS Itmlln!Clrv.l, If the I.eludabl, Umo \IIIIS 4 dar'. Ih' NET IUT'I 
\IIould be 8da .. , (12.4 u81and Ih,d,l,tKtan,"'ould bt 'hown In '''1 010 IOd.yNET lime Interval. 

.. _ . ...6-. ___ A.. _ _ -...lL. __ .3.. _.--.6._ 

2 .4 
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SPEEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS TABLE 7 

HOW LONG IT TOOK TO BRING CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS TO TRIAL DURING JULY 1, 1976 THRU JUNE 30,1977 

~---NUMBEROF DAYS THAT ELAPSED FROM INDICTMENT/FIRST APPEARANCE TO ARRAIGNMENT 

~DISTRICT AND TIME LIMIT ( 

"\030 days 31 to 60 days 

./ "DEFENDANTS REPORTED 
....,/'" ~ ~ 

Guam 1---1.2..J _ . .lJL. 
~, .............. ------.--

TENTH 01 ROLIIT 12 

Colorado L. ~£l..~1 ,.' 321 
-.,..,.,...-,~~---<,---+ -'--- .--- 341-

Kansas l.._1.Q.~J ru.2/LL .-~-.-- ... ----
NET 2B7 

New Mexico l._2_R..I ... T_~ ~ _________ ~ 

Oklahoma: 

NI;)rthern L ._2~~J F~W~~~}--
Eastern L 51_J ru 4B .. .- - . s1 NET 

Western .. ____ . L.2!U..J •. U~ • 
235 

U..1;ah L.}~.J ~~ .. ~L NET 31 

Wx~ing .!2.LJ ~~ J.O.2 
NCT 104 

.. 

% 

~~.&-, 
63.2 

B4.5 
--'89.7 

.. _7!1.,-L 
71.2 

BB.4 
·-89.2-

75.2 
.. ·98.3 ." 

94.1 
100:0 . 

.. 95...9.. .• 
96.7 

B1.6 
. ·ii1.G 

134.,_1 •. 
B6.0 

DEF'S 
REPORTED 

__ 4_ 
4 

50 
-~ 

- _BJL 
B7 

25 
2S 
35 
-2-

9 .. 
B 

4 ·'·-4-

~~ 
15 

% 

.~..ilJ.. 
21.1 

13.,2 
-9-:"2 

_. __ 21..& 
21.6 

10.B _. 
10:a 
14.5 

~B 

..3.~.1. 
3.3 

10.5 
- '··10.5 

.~~U .• .£ 
12.4 

DEF'S 
REPORTEO 

_ __ 2_ 

2 

7 
---3-

15 ---19" 

10 
r-

1 

2 
2 

... L 
1 

NET MeANS GROSS DAYS LESS DA YS OF EXCLUDABLE TIME UNDER 18 usc 3161 Iii) Each roportl!d dolond~nt falls In both a GROSS and a NeT 
I,gure In Iho apPlicable Ilmetolumn Howovor. the porson may fall wllhln the GROSS count 01 one tlmo co\umn a, d thG NET olnnolhot For e~amplo. If a 
doland:.nt had a Ofms limo Interval of 12 days. he would be shown tn tho 1 t·::!O day GROSS tlmo InhHvol If the oltcludabht lime was .. days. Iho NET time 
\~ou!d bo 8 dol)'S (12·4 ~ B,and Iho delenda.nt would be slIewn In the 0 to '0 day NET Ume Interval 

'·OEfEt-.OAN t FIt.iUneS tlO NOT INClUUf. JU'oIt!nI!t'. APPIMt\ 1r01l\ U:; M.l!)IW<lIU l!t'(l1lOn,. Huh! 20 tr,)II\I('I, QUI lit Ih,u.\.!. 
P't!HloI'lhv\!U'lln d.\ppt1tlo",. U!lnOV Ih trOln SIJIIl rout" ;lnd :lI\y petty offl!lI\o.!" '-'lou'l!dIM by IntOtm3110n 

% 

__ 10,j. 
10.5 

l.B ---:-8 
..... ~.J. 

4.7 

4.1 
·;'ii 

2.0 

5.3 
- -'-~~ 

5~"j 

• B~ 
.B 

DEF'S .\ 
REPOATEtJ 

1 
--T 

B 
-B-

1 

9 
r 

~.- ~-- --,. 

1 ·-T 

2 
1 

% 

--.. ~-

.3 ---:3 
2.0 

--2-.0 

__ ~_.:.i. 

3.7 
:,r 

~.~- --------

2,2.. 
2.6 

_ .. ~l.:L 
.B 

100 to 120 days 

DEF'S 
REPORTED 

-.-~-

2 

--.-

% 

~_._5_ 

_4'_, __ 

.. 1_1 __ ··:·~·_ 
I 

--.-..,..-~ 
.-_'0- ~. __ 

- -----" - --
.1. - .-.-

.---~ .. - ........-----.--------

OEF'S 
~EPORTED 

2 
--1-

% 

_1,C?~ 
5.3 

-.-~.I--·~ 
I --I 

.3-1 1.2 

}.-i 2.0 

- .... .1.- I __ •. 4-

~~~--'"--- -_.,.---

-. ...,.......... .... - ....... ---~-~- ....... 

OEF'S 
REPORTED 

.. _ ... .l._ 

1 

3 
--2-

1 

2 

1 

-.----

-< •. ~-.-

, ~- -

% 

~ 

.3 

.1 
--.-5-

.4 

.B 

2,0 

.. 



3. Time Interval from Arraignment to Plea, Dismissal or Trial 

Of the 46, 897 defendants disposed of in the 12 months period 

ended June 30, 1977, 44,074 or 94.0 percent were disposed of within 

180 days from the date of arraignment. Three districts, the 

Western District of North Carolina, the Middle District of Louisiana, 

and the District of Maine disposed of all defendants within 180 days 

after arraignment. The District of Canal Zone disposed of all 

defendants within 120 days of arraignment. 

Of the 94 districts only eight recorded more than 100 defendant 

dispositions greater than 181 days. Those districts accounted for 

9,250, or 19.7 percent, of all defendant dispositions; of that number 

1,563, or 55.4 percent took longer than 181 days to disposition. 

The eigr~ districts in which more than 100 defendants took more 

than 181 days to dispose of are as follows: 
TABLE 8 

Districts with 100 or more defendants disposed of 
with net time intervals from arraignment to plea, 
dismissal or trial which were 181 days or more 

All 
District def~ndants Number ---

All 94 district courts 46,897 2,823 

*Eight district courts 9,250 1,563 
Percent of 94 districts 19.7 55.4 

New York, Western 337 144 
Massachusetts 697 194 
New Jersey 1,146 218 
New York, Eastern 1,031 188 
Illinois, Northern 1,189 213 
Michigan, Eastern 1,646 293 
New York, Southern 1,821 188 
California, Southern 1,383 125 

All other districts 37,647 1,260 

*Ranked high to low by percent. 

Percent 
of all 

6.0 

16.9 

42.7 
27.8 
19.0 
18.2 
17.9 
17.8 
10.3 
9.0 

3.3 

The following district tables show the number of defendants and 

el~lpsed days from arraignment to plea, dismissal or conunencement of 

trial. 
- 26 -



SPEEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS TABLE 9 

HOW LONG IT TOOK TO BRING CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS TO TRIAL DURING JULY " 1976 THRU JUNE 30,1977 

r--------;·!U'A'JEn Of- flt\ yr, n 1/1 r CI ,\PSIiD FROM t\I1Ri\IGNMENT fO Pl.!"i\, O!;;,VIISSAI. OH CUMM'.-NCEfv1I£N r or- Hlli\L---------..

1 
o to 10 days 

DISTRICT AND TIME LIMIT 

11 to 30 days ~60dayS 
"DEFENDANTS REPORTED 

% 
.D.C. CIRCUIT 

~ ~ 

District of Columbia(130)~ 

FIRST CIRCUIT 

Maine (60) 

Massachusetts (180) 

New Hampshire (120) 

Rhode Island (180) 

Puerto Rico (180) 

SECOND CIRCUIT 

Connecticut _"'(6"'0'-')'---__ _ 
I New York: 

~ Northern (180) 

Eastern (190) 

Southern fl90) 

western (180) 

Vermont (180) 

THIRD CIRCUIT 

Delaware (120) 

Me>! Jersey fl8o) 

P ennsyl vania: 

Eastern (180) 

Hindle (180) 

T-/estern (180) 

~ 

LliLJ 

L122-1 

Lll.LI 

L...!12....J 

LL.Qill 

I 1,8211 

~ 

~ 

L-l1Qj 

L..LJ.1.§J 

~J 

~ 

~ 

ru~ ~ • NET 348 30.1 

~~ 32.9 
NET 28 38.'4 

~--.Jl2 --.Jd.:..L 
NET 104 14.9 

~ ___ 5 16.7 
NET 5 16.7 

~ 42 36.2 
NET ------:i213G':"2 

~ ~ NET 55 20.0 

~ ~ NET 52 15.2 

~-21 ~ NET 62 34.6 

IGAOSS ~ ~ 
NET 373 36.2 

~--.-ln ~ NET 761 41.8 

ru-ll ~ NET 82 24.3 

~~ 27.6 
NET 31 --zg:-s 

I 

~---.ll ~ NET 45 32.1 ru--211 ~ NET 592 51. 7 ru-ID ~ NET 125 14.1 ru-B ~~.JL NET • 93 43.3 

~ 69 14.0 
NET -"?li lY.8--

OEF'S 
REPORTED 

~ 
304 

4 
--5-

__ 3_0_ 
30 

5 
6 

__ 4_ 

4 

_ --.-1L 
46 

__ 28_ 

30 

___ 7_ 

9 

__ 74_ 

89 

~ 
151 

__ 7_ 

8 

8 
--1-2-

__ 2_3_ 

31 

----l(L 
34 

~ 
200 

__ 2_8_ 

32 

37 
--6-7-

% 

~ 
26.3 

5.5 
~ 

~ 
4.3 

16.7 
20.0 

-LL 
3.4 

~ 
16.7 

~ 
8.8 

~ 
5.0 

~ 
8.6 

~ 
8.3 

~ 
2.4 

7.6 
---rr::r 

~ 
22.1 

---2...6.-
3.0 

~ 
22.6 

~ 
14.9 

--2.....L 
13.6 

OEF'S 
REPORTED 

248 ----
260 

17 ----
19 

56 
--5-6-

10 ----
10 

__ 1_3_ 

15 

__ 5_3 _ 

58 

__ 7_8 _ 

90 

__ 2_6_ 

24 

~ 
119 

_...12!L 
211 

__ 1_4_ 

14 

16 
--2-3-

__ 4_1 _ 

40 

--lQA... 

110 

-nL 
239 

__ 4_6_ 

51 

__ 7_0_ 
84 

NET MEANS GROSS DA YS LESS DA YS OF EXCLUDABLE TIME UNDER 18 usc 3161Ih), Each reported defendant falls In both a GROSS and a NET 
IIgure in the applicable lime column. However, tho person may fall within the GROSS Count of one lime column and the NET of another. For example, II a 
defendant had a gross time Interval 0112 days, he ",,"uld be shown In the 11·30 day GROSS time interval. If thu e.cludable lime was" days, the NET lime 

..... ould be 8 days (12-. = B) and the defendant would be shown In the 0 to tOday NET limo Inlerval. 

% 

~ 
22.5 

23.3 

26.0 

~ 
8.0 

33.3 ---
33.3 

-1Ll.. 
12.9 

~ 
21.1 

~ 
26.3 

~ 
13.4 

_1L.1... 
11.5 

~ 
11.6 

~ 
4.2 

15.2 
---rr:9 

~ 
28.6 

--2...L 
9.6 

~ 
27.0 

~ 
23.7 

--1.4..L 
17.0 

~100dayS ~120dayS 1~180dayS 181 days & over 

~ OEF'S 
% 

OEF'S 
% 

OEF'S 
% % REPORTED REPORTED REPORTED REPORTED 

167 14.5 __ 2_6_ --.b..L __ 5_5_ ~ 49 J.,.L 
-----ui'O 15.6 25 2.2 25 2.2 13 1.1 

19 26.0 4 5.5 5 6.8 
--rs ---zo:s ---2-~ --4- ---s:-s ---

115 16.5 44 6.3 149 ~ ~ 31.0 
----u:6 l6.6 ~ ~ ----rn- 22.0 194 27':B 

2 6.7 2 6.7 3 10.0 3 10.0 --- ---w:o ---~ --1- ----~ 6T 3 3 3.3 

--1.L ~ __ 5_ -±..,L ___ 7 _ ~ ~ ..lQ.,.L 
19 16.4 6 5.2 10 8.6 20 17.2 

__ 5_2_ ~ __ 1_9_ ~ __ 19 _ ~ __ 3_5 _ Jb.L 
51 18.5 13 4.7 37 13.5 15 5.5 

__ 6_5_ ~ __ 2_1 _ ~ __ 36_ ~ c-----Jl1-~ 
69 20.2 16 4.7 34 9.9 51 14.9 

__ 2_5_ ~ __4_ ~ __ 17_ ~ 47 ~ 
27 15.1 3 1.7 33 18.4 21 11. 7 

~ -12..L -.-M... ~ -1Jl2_ ~ ~ -1.9..,0 I 
122 11.8 35 3.4 105 10.2 "-~88 18.2 

~ ~ __ 9_8_!_5_.,L ---1.IlL ~ ~~ ..Jb.L 
249 13.7 

III I 6.1 
150 8.2 188 10.3 

~ ~ -~~ __ 35 _ ~ 153 ~ 
40 11.9 12 3.6 37 11.0 144 42.7 

13 12.4 14 13.3 17 16.2 ~ --L!L 
~ 19:0 --8- --r:G --9- ---S:-6- 2 1.9 

__ 2_1_ ~ --L -----2...L ~ ~ 14 JJWL 
11 7.9 6 4.3 5 3.6 2 1.4 

__ 9_9_ ~ __ 2_5 _ ~ __ 7_2 _ -~ 245 -2.LL 
92 a.o 31 2.7 69 6.0 218 19.0 

JllL ~ --'1.L -----hL-~ ~ 74 -B...A-
188 21.3 34 3.8 61 6.9 3 7 4.2 

--'£L --1.£.L ---2... ~ ---1.0..... ----4...L-~ --2..JL 
22 10.2 5 2.3 11 5.1 1 .5 

-1..Q.L ~ ~ -.LJL -~ ~ qR _l.9...B-
83 16.8 23 4.7 122 24.7 37 7.5 

•• DEFENDANT FIGURES 00 NOT INCLUDE: Jllvencles, Appcllls hom U.S. Magistrollll Ul!c1$Ions. Rule 20 1rllllSicrs OUI o!cll\lncl, 
pr~Ht.:I' d'\/Ilr~ttm d,spoitltons. rClTlo\l.Jh haITI St.He couru ;)nd ;)ny p~ItV offensl!s ptoct!eded bV InfOrITl3t10n. 
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SPEEDY TRIAL DATA .!\NAL YSIS TABLE 9 

HOW LONG IT TOOK TO BRING CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS TO TRIAL DURING JULY 1. 1976 THRU JUNE 30.1977 

~ 
,r""------- NUtvlRF.R OF DAYS THAT ELAPSED FROM ARRAIGNME:NTTO PLEA. DISMISSAL OR COMMENCEMENT OF rl!IAL 

DISTRICT AND TIME LIMIT ~ 
121 to 180 days 181 days & over 

"----.., 
.~OANTS REPORT~ % RE~a~'fED % RE~~~ED % Re:'~:~~D % RE~J~~sED % RE~OE:~~D % REP~~~~D % 

Virgin Islands (180) 

FOURTH CIRCUIT 
Maryland (60) 

North Carolina: 
Eastern (lS0) 

Middle (50) 

Western (60) 

South Carolina (SO) 

Virginia: 
______ Ea~~~rn (180) 

__ --"W"'e"'s-'=t"ern (120) 
West Virginia: 

Northern (180) 

Southern (60) 
FIFTH CIRCUIT 
Alabama: . 

Northern (180) 

[,Uddle (120) 

Southern (180) 

Florida: 
Northern (120) 

Middle (120) 

Southern (180) 

Georgia: 

Northern (180) 

" 

~ fGiiOsSl> -l.O..O.-~ ---6JL. -ll.:L ~ ....l.fl....L JQL ..££..0_ --1..L ~ 56 11.3 25_lh1.... 
~ 104 21.0 70 14.1 ·92 18.6 115 23.2 45 9.1 --54- lD.9 --1-5- 3.0 

11 , 114 1 ~~ 
~459 

L~~~ 
~ 96 

~ ~J.§.L 
~169 

40.7 
41.2 

116 
143 

10.4 254 22.S 136 12.2 19 
12.8 272 24.4 129 ~ --1-6-

1.7 
1.4 

66 
48 

5.9 
4.3 

70 
47 

6.3 
4.2 

29.5 
~ 

41 
43 

14.2 70 24.3 41 14.2 15 5.2 20 6.9 16 5.6 
~ --74- 25:""'7 ~ ~ --1-4- ---.r:g- --1-6- ---s:G --4- -----r.4" 

~ __ 6_5_ --1-2.JL __ 6_4_ ~ --±L ~ ___ 1_6 __ ~ ___ 4_ -LL 
51.4 68 20.7 65 19.8 19 5.8 3 .9 4 1.2 1 .3 

~ fCiROsSl>~ ~ 
~ 68 25.1 

73 ~ ----lQL~ 19 ~ 13 ~ 3 ~ 

~~~ 
~ 79 

~~ 
~609 

~JB...... 
~132 

80 29.5 116' 42.8 7 2.6 

17.3 80 17.7 166 36.7 

17.5 91 20.1 252 55.8 

~~~~~ 
54.7 284 25.5 172 15.5 

-1L.lL __ 2_8_ 15.1 14 7.5 

71.0 32 17.2 16 8.6 

73 

22 

32 
30 

8 

5 

16.2 __ 1_9_ ~ __ 1_3_ --2JL __ 2_3_ ~ 

4.9 3.7 4 .9 1 .2 

~ __ 6 ___ ._5 ___ 7 ___ ._6 ____ 1'L 1,L 
2.7 6.5 6 .5 6 .5 

4.3 1.5 1 .5 2 1.1 

2.7 1 .5 

L-21.J ~-1.L ...--l.4~ __ 2_1_ ~ ___ 1_6_ ~ 
~ 33 35.1 20 21.3 16 17.0 

16 
16 
~ __ 5_ ~ __ 1_ --.h.L ___ 3_ -.l.d. 
17.0 5 5.3 1 1.1 3 3.2 

L.ll2...J ~~ ---.ll...4.. __ 4_2_ -19~L _12-~ __ 2_9_ .1dd- ____ 3_ .~ __ 1- --hL ___ 3_ ---L-4-
~ 76 34.7 44 20.1 77 35.2 16 7.3 2.9 3 1.4 1 .5 

~ 72 ~ ~ --.lJ.!..d.... ~ ~ ~ .2:..L- __ 1 ___ ._1 ___ 1_0_ ----.k.L __ 2_4_ -1....l.. 
90 12.3 149 20.4 458 62.6 32 4.4 2.3 1 .1 

~ ~~ ~ __ 5_3_ ~ ___ 4_5_ 15.6 37 12.8 28 9.7 2 .7 --L_--.3. 
~ 126 43.6 54 18.7 45 ~ --5-6-~ --6-~ --2- --.-7-

~ IGAO", ~~ ~ __ 4_2_ ~ __ 3_7_ 18.L ~ ~ ___ 7_ ~ ~ ---2..A... ~ -A...5.. 
NET 43 21.3 54 26.7 38 18.8 38 18.8 7 3.5 15 7.4 7 3.5 

~~~~-~~ ___ 6_5_..B.,.L __ 2_5_ ~ __ 1_6_ ~ __ 8_ ~ --2...... ~ 
~ 40 21.9 43 23.5 74 40.4 23 12.6 1.5 2 1.1 

[GROSs]>~ 
~ 73 

fGAOsSl>~ 
~139 

~ __ 8_0_ ~ ~ ~ ~ .1.2....2..-- -2.L --..4.....L-~ --ll..1L. -4.!L 
11.3 111 17.2 230 35.5 173 26.7 22 3.4 18 2.8 20 

~ __ ...2Q...... _.2..!L 245 __ ~_~,L 197. 21.6 __ 5_5_ ~ ~ .. .....l.l....CL ,,? 
15.2 92 10.1 248 27.1 202 22.1 60 6.6 126 13.8 47 

7.6 

3.1 

-9....0.. 
5.1 

~ ~ 63 -...9..A.. 82 12.2 ~....lid- ---..JdL ~ ~ ....L..l.- ----1O.:L- --15...!L -LOJL -1!1.....9.. 
~--s4 12.5 --9-3- ---r3:8" 159 23.6 158 23.5 52 7.7 82 12.2 45 6.7 

NET MEANS GROSS DA YS LESS DA YS OF eXCLUDABLe TIME UNDER 18 usc 3161 (h). Each reported delendant lalls In both a GROSS and a NET 
figure In Ihe applicable Umocolumn. Howevar,lhe person may laU within the GROSS count 01 one time column and Ihe NET 01 anolher. For example, II a 
defendant had Do gross lime Inlerval or 12 days, he w'Juld be shown In Iha 11.JO day GROSS lime Inlerval. IIlhe excludable time was -4 days, Ihe NET time 
~ould be a days (12-4 =8)af''./lha defendant would bashown In Iha 0 to 10day NET lima Interval. 

"OEFENDANT FIGURES DO NOT INCLUDE. Juv~ntles. APP~dh hom U S MlIglttralC! dec'ltOns. Aule 20 Udnster, 01.11 01 d.llnCI. 
pruUla[ d.vunlOI1 dlSPOSlILOnl. tcmovJh hom SIJIO COUtU and >lily petty olienSIlS proceed!!,! by mIOrma110n. 



SPEEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS TABLE 9 

---HOW LONG IT TOOK TO-BlUNG CRIMINAL DEFEND.A_~;r{'S TO TRIAL DURING JULY 1!)~?6 THRU JUNE 30. 1977 

r~------- NUlvlflE.R OF nAYS THAT E'LAPSED FROM ARRAIONMENTTO PLEA, DISMISSAL OR COMMl'NCt:MEN, 01' TRIAL-----""'i 

~3QdayS 1~60dayS 
DISTRICT AND TIME LIMIT 

1~100dayS ~120dayS ~1BOdayS I~ys&over 

"DEFENDANTS REPORTED 
% 

~ ~ 

oeF'S 
% RE~mEO % 

DEF'S 
% RE~5~~SEO % nE~oEri~SED % DEF's 

% REPORTED REPORTED REronTED 

Georgia (cont.) 
Midd1.e (180) 

Southern (60) 
Louisiana: 

Eastern (180) 

Middle (90) 

Western (180) 

~Iississippi : 

Northern (180) 

___ S()~th".rn (180) 

Texas: 
___ N_orth(lrn~ (180) 

Eastern (180) 

Southern (120) 

Western (180) 

SIXTH CfR"cHnf Zone (180) 
Kentucky: 

Eastern (180) 

Western (80) 

Hichigan: 
Eastern (180) 

Western (120) 
Ohio: 

Northern (80) 

LJllli ~---lli.. • NET 785 

11.576 I 

~ ~~ NET 449 

L-ll!LJ ~--1L NET 61 

L-lliJ ~218 
NET 219 

L22.£.J ~~ NET 11 

LJ.§!J 5s~-2.L 
NET 53 

L-1lli ~-1QL NET 415 

L..1.1LJ 
73 

~ ~-lL~ 
NET 884 

LL.Q11J ~-UfL 
NET 604 

~ 5~--E!L NET,., 220 

L...1EJ ~-~ NET 84 

~ ~~ NET 228 

~ ~~ NET 451 

L2§.i.J ~~-NET 100 

~ ~237 
NET 24s 

91.2 
~ 

89.5 
----e9.8 

~ 
49.6 

~ 
44.2 

~ 
58.6 

7.7 
8.5 

---.ll.d. 
32.9 

55.7 
---s7.2 

~ 
41. 7 

44 
--4-3-

85 
--9-7-

108 
118 

33 
39 

47 
--;)8 

n 
31 

23 
24 

106 
112 

14 
18 

2 ~ -.-liL 
50.6 154 

-tl..3..~ 
56.3 

75.6 
--:rs:G 

~ 
26.1 

~ 
45.5 

109 

49 
49 

53 
55 

107 
104 

98 ~---
27.4 

~ 
37.9 

29.4 

110 

18 
23 

189 
~---217 

5.2 12 
-----s:l --1-1-

5.4 51 
-s:2 --60-

~ 133 
13.0 1:57 
23.9 23 

~.l -17 

_11.,.'§" __ 70_ 
12.8 70 

23.8 54 
23.8 54 

--.!id. __ 3_6_ 

14.9 41 

14.6 107 
J:S:4 l:2l 

-~Q... __ 35_ 

10.3 38 

_JW... ....lll.3-
8.B 219 

~ ......J.1.!L 
10.2 172 

16.8 16 
l:6:8 --1-6-

~ -----1.!J_ 
17.1 !l3 

~ __ 8_7_ 

20.8 94 

~ ~ 
6.7 245 

~ __ 3_8_ 

8.7 38 

~ 179 
26.9 177 

HET MEANS G;;~:;S OAYS LESS 01. YS OF eXCLUDABLE ;ir..:E U~JOeR 'l!i U!!). 31$1(h). Ellerl reported delendantl,lIa In baih • GROSS and I NET 
IIgure In Ihe IPpIlClibl. tlmo celumn. However. the p."O" may ,.11 within the GROSS eo\ll'll 01 one Uma tolun1tl and 1M NET ol.'loln,r. For e.ample, II • 
~~,~d:;~~~~: t~~~ .. t~;:;~\~~~r~n':.~:~~~ :~~d::' ~~~~: J~:~~~!~:~~l~~~;I~~~I~ !nlervll. It the •• tlud.blaUme WI' ~ dlya, Ihe NET lime 

1.4 13 1.5 1 .1 5 .(i 
1:3 --5- .6 --1- --.-1- --- --- -r --.-5--

3.2 11 .7 3 __ ._2_ 12 .8 3 .2 
3"":"il --3- --.2- --- --1- --.1-

14.7 128 14.1 22 2.4 19 2.1 54 6.0 
17:3 "l24 """I'3:7 --2-0-~ --19~ ---w:- --1-8- "--T.O 

16.7 20 14.5 7 5.1 8 5.8 
12.'3 -ul l3.O --3-~ --- ---
-~ 12 3.2 2 .5 7 1.9 18 4.8 
18.7 --12 3,-2- --2- --.-5- ~-6- ---CG" --~-17- -4":'5 

41.5 27 20.8 4 3.1 3 2.3 1 .8 --- --- ---- --- ---- ---- --- ~----
41.5 27 20.8 3 2.3 3 2.3 1 .8 

~ ~ ~ __4_ ~ __ 11- ---2.:.~" 
_ __ 5_ __ 3~!... 

25.5 26 16.1 4 2.5 11 6.8 2 1.2 

....!h!L 41 5.7 23 3.2 31 ~ __ 1_3_ __ 1~ 
16.7 ----;j9 6:8- -]:2 -1~ --16- 2.2 

~CL __ 8_ _'!.:.L. ..-l:!L JE..._3_ __ 1_9_ ~ --~ _.2.:i. 
21.7 12 6.9 16 9.1 16 9.1 2 1.1 

-.U..L. -1.B..L .J.lL,~ ---ElL _1 • .2.- ---lllL ..-lQ....L __ l2lL _1...3_ 
12.5 224 12.8 88 5.0 131 7.5 48 2.7 

--l.6..:L -llfL .J.L.Q.- --2!L -L.9- __ 4_3_ ~ _2L ---±&. 
16.0 106 9.9 23 2.1 40 3.7 19 1.7 

5.5 5 1.7 1 .3 ---- ---- --- ------,---
1:7" ",-1 --.3-5.5 5 

.-ll..L ~ -1.l.d.- --1.L ~ __ 12- ---2....L __ ZlL ----.a.1. 
25.8 59 18.3 12 3.7 9 2.8 20 6.2 

~ ---1.L ~ __ 9_ --hL- __ 12_ ~ _35_ -L.Q.. 
18.8 36 7.2 7 1.4 20 4.0 12 2.4 

Jb.L. ~ ~ ---1L --4...2- --.l.12-~ ~ -2.:L.Jl. 
14.9 270 16.4 73 4.4 204 12.4 293 17.8 

..M...L __ 3_2 _ -!hL ~ ~ _1L--~ ---AL -l.5....5. 
14.4 35 13.3 12 4.5 18 6.8 38 14.4 

~ ---1QL ...ll..L-~~ -ll._I~ ~ ---5....5.. 
21.S I 97 12.0 16 2.0 :17 3.3 28 3.5 

."DEFENDANT FIQUflES 00 NOT INClUO~: .N~l!nllt" ApptOlh hom U S 1I.1.lgl1U8I1 dl!'CISIOni. Rul. 20 'r~l'lihus eNt 0' dlllflU, 
pnlltloll dl'ollmlOn dIIPOlluon,. remoY,Jh frOm SUte C:QUrtI and IIny petty ollenu" ploc:ud.d by InlOflnlllton. 
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SPEEDY TRIAL O,\TA ANALYSIS TABLE 9 

HOW LONG IT TOOK TO BRING CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS TO TRIAL DURING JULY 1, 1976 THRU JUNE 30, 191i-

r NUM'lm 0," OAYSTHAl ~:LAI'~l'O ,nOM AHR.\lGNMr:~: flO PI.r:A, DISMISSAL on COMMcNCEM[,NTOF TRIAL-----_~ 

DISTIl leT AND TIME LIMIT 

I~s&over 
Ohio (cont.) 

Southern (120) 
Tennessee: 

Eastern (lBO) 

Middle (lBO) 

Wp.Rtorn (lBO) 
SEVENTH CIRCUIT 
Illinois: 

Northern (15.2_)_ 

___ SoutheJ;n (120) 

Indiana: 
____ ~N~o~rthern ,{~ 

Southern (lBO) 

Wisconsin: 

Eastern (lBO) 

,f;IGHTH ~i'Rsc~~¥n J.!.Q9 .. L __ 
,,\rltansas: 

Eastern (lBO) 

western (lBO) 

. Io", .... : 

Northern (60) 

Southern (60) 

Minnesota (60) 

Misf:;ouri: 
Eastern (60) 

"DEFENDANTS REPORTED 
~ ~ 

% 
DEF'S 

REPORTEO % 
OEF'S 

REPORTED % 

L.....2QLJ ~~ 47.5 36 12.0 60 19.9 27 9.0 7 
~ 143 ~ --4-7- 'l5.'6 ---or-~ -rr- 7-:0- --ro 

~~~ 
~100 

43.6 
44.4 

69 
70 

30.7 
31.1 

41 
4B 

3.1 
loB 

2 

1 

~ [CiiiOsSJ)~ 43.9 Bl 20.7 70 17.9 37 9.4 13 
~ 172 ~ ----s;r- --n:-r ----m- "2'Q.'2 --39-~ --6-

~ __ 4_ 

~ 5 

IOROSS ~ 20~ 
NET 217 

~~-~ 
~ 60 

1.7 
2.2 

~-
1B.3 

3B.5 
3B.5 

B 
11 

69 
97 

15 .. 
17 

L.!Q.!j ~~ _~ __ 1_0_ 
~ IB 17.3 11 

3.5 
4.B 

5.B 
B.2 

9.6 

10.9 

9.6 
10.6 

31 13.4 
34 14.7 

~~ 14.2 
236 19.B 

27 
33 

16 
IB 

17.3 
21.2 

15.4 
17.3 

68 29.4 

IB5 1.5.6 
J:87 15.7 

22 

22 

27 
25 

14.1 

14.1 

26.0 
24.0 

16 

67 
76 

5 

10 

5 
5 

2.3 

3.3 

.9 

.4 

3.3 

17 

14 
3 

5 
1.5 --5-

6.9 I 32 
~'-3-0-

5.6 214 
6.4 163 

3.2 
6.4 

4.B 
4.8 

17 
6 

5 
5 

5.6 

4.7 
1.3 

REP~e:T~O % 

11 

5 

5 

3.7 

1":'7 
2.2 

2 .9 
1.3 14 3.6 

---r:-J --.,- -r.s-
13.9 

IB.O 

10.9 

3.B 

4.B 
4.B 

72 

2B2 

10 

B 

25 
22 

31.2 

23.7 

6.4 
5 ... 

24.0 
21.2 

-1.!L ~ __ 4_9_ ~ .....1.:1,,7_ ~ _!l.L ]~ ~~. ~_ --11.._ ~",L ~_ ~ 
120 26.9 53 11.9 122 27.4 76 17.0 21 4.7 44 9.9 10 2.2 

~ ~:~3-:~ ~~:! --!~ ~::~ - :: +i~- -:~ ~::: ~: ~::!-~ ~:~ -~~-- -~:i-
~~...22..... 
~ 59 

L~ 28 
2B 

21.9 
21.9 

37.3 
37.3 

___ 4_ 1.5 

4 1.5 

__ 1_3_ ---1:~ 
IB 24.0 

~ ~~ 23.B 50 17.B 
~ 74 ~ --7-0- 24.9 

~§§J>~ 
~ 22 

~~~ 
~ 68 

30.0 
31.4 
43.2 

45.9 

IB 25.7 ------
24 34.3 
26 17.6 

37 25.0 

~ IOROSS~~ 29.4 2B 25.7 ---- ._-- ---
NET 32 29.4 

~ [(iiiOsS1> ~ 18.B 
~ BO --w:3 

2B 

124 
134 

25.7 
31.5 
34.0 

7.4 
B.2 

17.3 
13.3 

102 36.3 
96 34.2 

19 ~ 
16 22.9 
26 17.6 ------
33 22.3 

__ 3_2_~ 

32 29.4 
BO 20.3 -------
Bl 20.6 

50 
57 

4 

5 

IB.6 
21.2 

5.3 
6.7 

26 9.3 
~~ 

23 
32 

7 

6 

B 
5 

B.6 
11.9 

9.3 
B.O 

2.B 
1.B 

6B 
64 

7 

5 

~~_16 •. ·L. 
23.B 31 11.5 

9.3 3 4.0 
6.7 3 4.0 

15 5.3 13 
5 

4.6 
1.B 7 2.5 

2 

3 

21 

B 

10 
10 

2.9 
4.3 

14.2 

5.4 

__ 1_ -.l~ ___ 3_ -.i.:1.... __ 6_ -.ih!L 

~ 
40 

1 1.4 3 4.3 1 1.4 
____ 5__ ~ ___ 5_ ~ __ 1 ____ .7_ 

~ __ 2 _ 

9.2 2 
11.4 11 
10.2 15 

1 .7 1 .7 
~ ___ 3 _____ 2~ ___ 2 __ ~ 

1.B 3 2.B 2 1.B 
~ __ 2_B_ ~ __ 3_2_ ~ 

3.B 17 4.3 27 6.9 

~ 
.3 

NaT MEANS GROSS DAYS lESS DAYS OF EXCLUDABLE TIME UNDER 18 usc 3161(h). Each reported delondilnt lalls In both a GROSS and a NET 
!lgure In the 41ppllenble lime column, Howevor, the parson may fall within the GROSS count 01 one time column .nd Ihe NET 01 anothet For oUlmpl1!' If 3 
delendant had a grmsllme Inlorval of Udays, he would be shown In tho 11·30 day GROSS lime Inlerval. Illhe excludabtellme 'Was .. d~Y', the NET 'IImo 
\!would be 8 days CI2-"=8).na the derendAnt would be shown In the 0 10 10d.,. NET lime Inlorv.l, 

•• DEFENDANT FIGURES 00 NOT INCLUDE' Juvl;!n.,". Ap~ah hom U.s. Mag~'1rille d .. '('Sloni. Ault 20 tran\lelS out 01 dlmlct, 
pU~lnal dlYl!n,on d.spos,tlom., ,eme..,,,I, I,oln Sl.llt couns .and anv pettv olltnws procl!cdl!d by tnlorm~1I0n, 



SPEEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS TABLE 9 

HOW LONG IT TOOK TO BRING CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS TO TRIAL DURING JULY 1. 1976 THRU JUNE 30. 1977 

r"'------ ~II IMf'''1l OJ: PAY:; 1'11,\ I r·l,AP:J[:r) HifJrv\ /,:1f1AIGNMl,Nr ro I'U,A, tJl~MI'jHAL Oil 1;1);Nv'I,N(,f,MEN r 01' mIAI.-------, 

DISTRICT AND TIME LIMIT GO \0 120 da~S 

Missouri (cont.) 
Western (180) 

Nebraska (180) 

N~ota (60) 

South Dakota (180) 

NINTH CIRCUIT 

Alaska (120) 

Arizona -,(c:::G:;::O .... ) ___ .,....._ 

california: 

~ __ .. Northern (120) 

I 

Southern (90) 

Idaho (GO) 

Montana (GO) 

N~~.a (180) 

Oregon (60) 
Washington: 

Eastern (lBO) 

« 

% 

11\030 days 

DEF'S 
IlEPORTED 

DEF'S 
REPORTED 

Llli.J [(iRciSsl>...i§..L ~ __ 5_7 ___ 8."JL __ 5_3_ _E!.:.L-
~ 464 71.4 59 9.1 57 8.8 

38 
35 

DEF'S 
REPonTED % 

1.1 
1.7 

121 \0 180 days 

DEF'S 
REPORTEe 

23 
19 

% 

3.5 
2.9 

DEF'S 
REPORTED % 

1.5 
.8 

'--.?M.J ~-2!L 32.7 15 7.0 39 18.2 37 17.3 22 10.3 17 7.9 14 G.5 
~ 71 ~ --1-9- ---s:g --4-0- 18:-:7 ---'4T '2cf.-G-- -'-15'" -'7:6- --1-4- ----g:s -i1- -s.l 

L.ll§.J ~-1L .........1§.... __ 3_0_ --.ll...L 22 -1&..._2_ 21 15.4 __ L 4.4 4 2.9 4 2.9 
~ 50 36.B 31 22.8 --2-1- 15.4 -23 ~ 4 ~ -·5- --3:7' --2- 1::5 

L-ill.J ~~ ~ __ 1_7 __ ~ 41 E . ...!L- 49 16.5 2G 8.8 62 20.9 47 15.8 
~ 55 18.5 17 5.7 --42- 14.1 -48t6-:-2- -"27-9'.-1- --6-2- '20:9 ~- -i5.S 

13 6.8 38 19.9 21 11.0 

25 3.3 37 4.9 60 7.9 

L2§2.J _ . .2i,.?... _2L __ ~!l!...._.~_ .J:§~ .117 _ .~~~. .J.? _ .. ..1~2 __ ~~ _~ __ .€iIL._ ._1..J.~ 

L~,d£~j 202 .. :::~_§: __ 2:::. _2:: _ .-~:~: -. .::; .. ·:1~1·~':21.-11 --";,:0--
1
";:: ·_·_!::·I· __ 447_':4:·__148Q:7·~_I_·;3· -.::7-! 

33.3 541 23.2 522 22.4 262 1.7 102 

LlL~!l2.J fGROSS ~_.~1:L __ l?A_ .~2._ ._J.5 .• 3_.326_ ... ~1~E; .. _ ..2~1_ .21.0 ••• 1 .71.. 5.1. 90 I .. .i.!L ....l..7.1._. !,2",8_ 
NET 246 17.8 209 15.1 337 24.4 300 21.7 75 5.4 91 6.6 125 9.0 

L.2!.<LJ IOR~SS '.J.~ -D-,~ .... _42_ ._ ... S-,L ._~ _~ .• _ .. 2.IL ~ .•. 6 __ ~_lL .,.h9 ___ ~L _._.2,,2 •• .....2l __ ....1.J... 
NET 577 74.9 42 5.5 33 4.3 38 4.9 32 4.2 26 3.4 22 2.9 

L..E.iJ ~~ __ 4J_ ._l~E- ~ ___ ~ _E-. _.~ . .. .....J.1. .• ...B..!.L. ,43...1._23 .••• 42-.- ____ .2_ •... l.!£~_~_._ ?.~. 
. 51 41.1 29 23.4 25 20.2 12 9.7 2 1.6 1 .S 

I I 

~ ~~ ~ ~ ___ ~~ _.1..Q_ .9"Il _ _ ..J,P_ .1Q....1 ____ ~3_1.l..~_~. __ ... L _-!~g~ .•... 1·.!. 
~ 46 29.7 48 31.0 42 27.1 8 5.2 5 3.2 6 3.9 

~ ~-1.L ~ _.1L -.l1.d.. __ 6_1_1~ ---2.L ~ . ___ 1..1- • ..h4 ______ ~ __ --_. 4...L . __ ,L-k.!L 
~ 40 19.6 29 14.2 67 32.8 51 25.0 7 3.4 9 4.4 1 .5 

L--E2.J ffROSS ~~ .2.:2.. _.21-~ __ 6_0_ ..1-1:L .-iL j.3~ _~!? ... _.3~~ _____ ~?_ ._~.8.0 ___ .~_3 __ 24.6 
I:: NET 91 27.0 20 5.9 61 18.1 52 15.4 13 3.9 27 8.0 73 21.7 

L..160 I r(lR~~~ ~ ~~ -"'~t~ -{}- _1~:~ ~ .. ~::!.- ... ~~. -i:~:- .-.,+. -i:~' -... {- ---;:~ --i- .-~ 
~ @'§D> 577 _~O~,=- __ .?_B. ___ .§.~_ .• .!.4L -1? . ..L., _.1M- .14,JJ .. _ .... 19 • ..bL_ .. _ ll._1_1,1 _ .. lL ..•.. .1 ... 3. 

~--sa7 61.3 61 6.4 144 15.0 139 i,L51X 1.5-11'-1.1 2 .2 

NET MEANS GROSS DAVS LESS DAYS OF e-XCLUDABLE TIME UNDER ,& use ",81lh) E.eh reported delend&nl faU, In both. GROSS and a NET 
flgur'ln the .ppheablo Urn. column. How.v.r.I". p.rlon may ,.n WIthIn th. OnOSSeounl alan. Ume column.nd Ihe NET 01 .nother. Fot lumpl, If. 

!~~,~d~:~~~~: ,~~~:,OI~T:~~~Z~~f!n'd2.~~~~~~ ::~h~~ ~~~~:~~ot~tiJ!~~~~~II~~~~t~~~I.ln'etv.1 If Ihe 'letudlble Um. w .. " d.aYI, the N£T '11m. 
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SPEEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS 'I'Mr.!;! 9 

HOW LONG IT TOOK TO BRING CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS TO TRIAL DURING JULY 1. 1976 nlRU JUNE 30,1977 

GlW.tn (lAO) 

TENTH CIRCUIT 
Colorndo (180) 

l{nnsns (lAO) 

New Me)C~co (60) 

Okll1l1om:t: 
Northern (100) 

Eastern (GO) 

Nestern (1BO) 

Utph (l80) 

~ 

SO I 

l. 442 J 

,7 

40 

80 
171 

4G.3 
50.0 

i 18.1 
38.7 

12 
8 

201 
125 

NET MEANS GROSS VA'r'S LESS bA ';S OF EXClUOA9L~ TIME UNO~R 18 USC 31611hJ Each reporled dclondant ralls In both a Gnos!') and 4 NET 
l,gurD In tile appl!<dtJIo IUTlneolumn Howfl\jcr. tho fjDt;on rtlAy fIJII wtlhlf'l tho GROSS eount 01 one lime tolum" tI,'!.d Iho N~T 01 anolh(!r For (:lUmple, II J 
dQhmd~nl hl'';! a oross tl[';tO ''110r\l11 of 12da),!): hlJ wOlJld btl "hOwn m the 11·;]QdsrO'ROSS fl/'t'lt;J H1i(ltll'af rf t!'le \lxLludab!o h'TIo Wil! 4 !JaY5, Iha NET lime 
\IICuld be 8dA),1 112,", • BI_ncr Iho dclondant would to l!'lawn In Iho 0 10 10 day NE'r tll11l) lnwvr.1 

tt(IE:.. tt-.,UANT Fh,tJUE5 tH) ~Hillf"h·.l '1I,t, JUIWI"IC$, A~pt'<lll h(lUl \J ~ M I'i ,IMH' Ih'l" l}tlS, Hu!\!' )1) ".1Il"'~ J\'>' ,., ,j );/1(' 

~ ~!"..1' 11."\'Jt.,,,u 11IUl,I"tl,~t'1' rClnu".\I~ IIl'lln !J11'!! ('UU", ,Hll1.lllY petty I.Jlfl'"~\'11J1 ,I\. f'J',k,t tlV ,nfO~mJI Oil 

15.0 
10.0 

45.5 
2A.3 

3 
, 

3 .. 8 I 
.. i 

3.4 
1.4 

1 1.3 

4 .9 2 .5 1 i .2 
-~~-- I , 



During 1977 the district courts were thus able to meet the 

60- day limitation on the time interval from arrest to indict­

ment (or information) in 80.9 percent of the cases. The ten-day 

limitation on the time interval from indictment (or information) 

to arraignment was met in 79.1 percent of the cases. The limi­

tation of 180 days on the time interval from arraignment to 
trial was met in 95.3 percent of the cases. Since the sanction 

provisions of the Act were not applicable during this per.iod, 

except for the 90-day limitation on pretrial custody, the failure 

to meet the time limitations imposed by the Act did not affect the 

disposition of cases. 

D. INCIDENCE OF, AND REASONS FOR, PERIODS OF ALLOWABLE OR 

EXCLUDABLE DELAY UNDER 18 U.S.C. 316l(h) 

The Speedy Trial Act provides that certain periods of delay 

"shall be excluded in computing the time within which an infor­

mation or an indictment must be filed, or in computing the time 

within which the trial of any such offense must commence."2 The 

Act further requires that the speedy trial plan adopted in each 

district court include information concerning" the incidence of 

and reasons for, periods of delay under section 3l6l(h)."3 

Seventeen specific events giving rise to periods of "exclud­

able time" have been identified from the provisions of Section 

3l6l(h) and other sections of the Speedy Trial Act and these 

events or reasons for delay are listed in the accompanying tabular 

summary showing the incidence of periods of "excludable delay" 

in cases disposed of in 1977. To assist individual district 

courts in their planning processes a separate table for each 

district is set out in a separate appendix to this report. 

In 1977 there were 46,897 defendants in cases disposed of 

during the year. In cases involving 35,884 defendants, or 76.5%, 

no periods of excludable delay occurred. In the remaining 

218 U.S.C. 3161(h). 

3 18 U.S.C. 3161(b)(2). 
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cases, involving 11,013 defendants, there were 15,318 incidents 

or periods of delay excludable for purposes of meeting the current 

statutory speedy trial time limitations. 

The reasons for the periods of excludable delay which occurred 

most frequently are these: 

Reason for Excludable Delay 
Number of 
Incidents Percentage 

To tal ......................... . 

Hearings on Pretrial Motions •••••••• 
Motions held under advisement •.••.•• 
Unavailability (includes fugitives) 
of defendant or essential witness •• 

Continuances granted in the 
interests of justice ••.••••.••.•••. 

Examination or hearing for mental 
or physical disability •.•••.•.•.... 

Prosecution deferred by mutual 
agreement ......................... . 

All 0 ther .......................... . 

15,318 

5,000 
2,825 

2,503 

1,797 

716 

573 
1,904 

100.0 

32.6 
18.4 

16.3 

11. 7 

4.7 

3.7 
12.4 

Periods of excludable delay resulting from examination or 

treatment under the Narcotic Addict Rehabilitation Act were vir­

tually nonexistent, occurring only 10 times out of 15,318 separate 

incidents of delay. 

Of the 15,318 incidents or periods of excludable delay, 

7,267 incidents or 47.4 percent, spanned ten days or less. 

Delay resulting from hearings on motions lasted ten days or less 

in 4,385 cases~ or 87.7 percent of the 5,000 incidents of exclud­

able delay. There were 1,358 incidents of excludable delay in 

which the length of the delay exceeded 3 months, but 513 of these 

resulted from unavailable (fugitive) defendants or essential 

witnesses. 
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SPEEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS TABLE 10 

INCIDENCE OF AND 
REASONS FOR DELA Y 
~ng July '1, 1976 thru June 30, 19771 

TOTALS FOR 

ALL 

DISTRICTS 

I 

I 
\ 

"TERMINATED DEFENDANTS 
REPORTED DURING PERIOD I 46,897 I 

DEFENDANTS WITHOUT EXCLUDABLE TIME .~~ 

DEFENDANTS WITH EXCLUDABLE TIME I 11,013 I 

INCIDENTS OF EXCLUDABLE TIME f' 15,318 

:y; 
OF "A" 
~ 

® L_lti:..5J 

© L_!~~~ 
@ 

Yo 
LENGTH OF EXCLUDABLE DELAY PERIOD (NO. OF DAYS) TOTALS ~ 

OF "0" 
~ *REASON 

Under 18 USC 3161 
A. Examination or hearing for mental or physical 

incapacity-{H}(1 )(A) • • . 

8. NARA examination-(H)(1}(B) 

C. State orfederal trials on other charges-(H}(l )(C) 

D. Interlocutory appeals-(H)(1)(D) 

E. Hearings on pretrial motions-(H)(1)(E) 

F. Transfers from other districts (per FRCP rules 20, 
21 & 40). (H)(1)(F). • . . • . 

G. Motion is actually under advisement. 
(H)(1)(G) . • • • . • • . . 

H. Misc. proceedings: probation or parole revocation, 
deportation. extradition. (H)(1). . . . 

I. Prosecution deferred by mutual agreement. (H)(2) 
M. Unavailability !includes fugitive) of defendant or 

essential witness. (H)(3)(A)(B) • . . • • 
N, P~riO<l Qf mental or physical incompetence of 

defendant to stand trial. (H)(4). . . . . 

O. Period of NARA commitment or treatment. iH)(5) 
P. Superseding indictment andlor new charyos. 

(H}(6) ••••••••••.•••• 
R. Defendant awaiting trial of co-defendant when no 

severance has been granted. (H)(7). . . • . • 

T. Continuances granted in the ends of justice. (H)(B) 

U. Time up to withdrawal of guilty plea (i) • • 

W. Grand jury indictment time extended 30 more 
days. (B) .. 

to to 10 days 

164 

1 

68 

7 

4,385 

106 

962 

116 

49 

863 

18 

2 

71 

18 

380 

40 

17 

11 to 21 22 to 42 43 to 84 

117 138 183 

1 0 2 

25 30 30 

2 10 64 

168 285 105 

88 94 47 

492 1,140 164 

5 5 6 

53 89 151 

381 332 277 

20 29 48 

0 1 0 

27 50 52 

27 86 41 

265 390 364 

42 76 56 

13 11 7 

85 to 120 121 + days 

62 52 I 

0 0 I 

16 39 I 

9 87 I 

26 31 I 

17 29 I 

43 21 I 

2 3 I 

78 153 I I 

137 513 I 

21 49 I 

1 2 I 

9 21 
I 

15 65 ! 

148 250 I 

18 39 I 

2 1 
I 

OF "0" 

716 

4 

208 

179 

5,000 

381 

2,825 

137 

573 

2,503 

185 

6 

230 

252 

1,797 

271 

51 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

. J 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

. .. -'l:? ..... 
o 

1.4 

1.2 

32.6 

2.5 

18.4 

0.9 

3.7 

16.3 

1.2 

o 

1.5 

1.7 

11. 7 

1.8 

0.3 

.r.··INTERVAL IN WHICH 
EXCLUDABLE DELAY 

OCCURRED 

ONE TWO THREE 

53 123 540 

0 1 3 

9 49 150 

2 5 172 

187 275 4,538 

101 230 50 

22 64 2,739 

19 25 93 

20 97 456 

96 1,621 786 

6 413 131 

1 2 3 

41 66 123 

1 3 248 

39 404 1,354 

1 59 211 

49 0 2 . -
. 1-1 _7~,_26_7~1 ___ 1.:...' 7_26_1,--_2:...,' 7_66-l1_--=.:1,:.::..59::..:.7..L1 __ ..:.:60:..:.4..L1_.:::1,~35:.::8~11! 15,318 I I :~:~~~?:::::: 11---65_3--1-1....:3,_07_2--l~_1-'-,5.."..:9_ TOTALS 

:~aragraph and subscction of 18 USC 3161. Speedy Trial Act of 1974. are shown with rEmson for delay below • 
•• ~IEFEN~AN: ~GURES DC? NOT '.NCLUOE: Juvenil:s, Appeals fro~ U.S. Magistrate decisions, Rule 20 transfers out of district, pretria.l diversion dispositions, remov"ls from State courts and any petty offenses proceed'Xl by Information. 

nterva one. rrest to Indictment. Interval two: Indictment to ArraIgnment; Interval three: Arraignment to Trial. 



E. DETENTION PRIOR TO PLEA, DISMISSAL OR COMMENCEMENT OF TRIAL 

Reducing both the amount and length of pretrial detention 

of those persons accused of crime in the United States district 

courts is a major objective of the Speedy Trial Act. Of the 

46,897 defendants whose cases were disposed of in 1977, there 

were 18,478 defendants, or 39.4 percent, who were held in custody 

prior to trial, dismissal, or the entry of a plea of guilty or 

nolo contendere. "Custody" for the purposes of this report means 

custody in a local jailor detention facility for which a fee 

was paid to a local or state government by the United States, or 

detention in a metropolitan correction center or other federal 

correctional institution. Because some defendants whose cases 

were disposed of in 1977 entered the federal criminal justice 

system prior to the advent of the Speedy Trial Act, when records 

on detention were not systematically maintained, the information 

contained in this section of the report cannot be presumed to be 

absolutely accurate. 

Almost one-half of the defendants detained in custody (8.885 

or 48.1 percent) were detained 10 days or less. An additional 

3,212 defendants, or 17.4 percent, were detained from 10 to 30 

days, and 5,630 defendants, or 30.5 percent, were detained from 

30 to 90 days. Only 751 defendants, or 4.1 percent, were detained 

in exce~a of 90 days. Conflicting court decisions on the appli­

cability of "excludable time" to the 90 day interim time limitation 

on the detention of a defendant prior to trial accounts in part 

for the number of defendants detained more than 90 days. 
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UNITnD STATns DISTRICT COURTS 

PERSONS DETAINED IN CUSTODY PRIOR TO TRIM" PLIlA, OR DISMISSAL DURING TIlE YEAR !l,lI,DED JUNE 30,1977, 
BY LENGTH OF TIME IN CUSTODY 1\Im BY DIS'rRICT 

TABI,E 11 (Exoludes periods of detention following plea of guilty or conviction.) 

NUMBER OF DI~FENDANTS AND THill IN CUSTODY IN DAYS -All TOTAL 151 & 
1l-'lJ)_ CIRCUIT deftG. 1-10 U'",',l_O 91-120 121-15J OVER 

AND dispoBed NUM- J PER- NU M- I PER- NUM- I PER- NUM- I PER- NUM- I PER- ll'UM- 1 PER- NUM- 1 PER-
DISTRICT of SER CENT1 SER CENT" BER CENT" BER CENT" 8ER CENT" 8ER CENT" BER CENT" 

TOTAL ALL DISTRICTS. 46897 18478 39.4 B885 48.1 3212 17.4 5630 30.9 447 2.0 136 .7 168 .9 

DISTRICT OF COLUMB IA 1155 638 55.2 288 45.1 93 14.6 211 33.1 33 5.2 10 1.6 3 .5 

FIRST CIRCUIT •••• 1191 277 23.3 115 'tl. !i: 53 19.1 66 31.0 12 4.3 8 2.9 3 1.1 

MAINE ••••••••••••••• 73 6 8.2 0 .0 0 .0 4 66.1 1 16.7 1 16.7 J .0 
MASSACHUSETTS ••••••• 697 34 4.9 1 2.9 8 23.5 15 44.1 5 14.7 3 8.8 2 5.9 
NEW HAMPSHIRE ••••••• 30 3 10.0 1 33.3 1 33.3 1 33.3 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 
RHODE ISLAND •••••••• 116 77 66.4 69 89.6 5 6.5 :; 3.9 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 
PUERTO RICO ••••••••• 275 157 57.1 44 28.0 39 24.8 63 40.1 6 3. a 4 2.5 1 .6 

SECOND CIRCUIT ••• 3815 585 15.3 225 38.5 133 22.7 190 32.5 24 4.1 3 .5 10 1.7 

CONNECTiCUT ••••••••• 342 44 12.9 17 381,16 7 15.9 18 40.9 2 4.5 0 .0 0 .0 
NEW YORK NORTHERN ••• 179 4B 26.8 27 56.3 12 25.0 9 18.6 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 
NEW YORK EASTERN •••• 1031 82 8.0 31 37.8 23 28.0 24 29.3 3 3.7 0 .0 1 1.2 
NEW YORK SOUTHERN ••• 1821 275 15.1 72 26.2 68 24.7 113 41.1 15 5.5 1 .4 6 2.2 
NEW YORK WESTERN •••• 337 98 29.1 58 59.2 16 11>.3 17 17.3 3 3.1 1 1.0 3 3.1 
VERMONT ••••••••••••• 105 38 36.2 20 52.6 7 18.4 9 2S.7 1 2.6 1 2.6 0 .0 

THIRD CIRCUIT •••• 3374 1626 48.2 110.~3 63.5 151 9.~ 349 21.5 44 2.7 17 1.0 32 2.0 

DELAWARE •••••••••••• 140 48 34.3 30 62.5 3 6.3 14 29.2 0 .0 0 .J 1 2.1 
NEW JERSEy •••••••••• 1146 736 64.2 630 85.6 22 3.0 63 B.6 7 1.0 5 .7 9 1.2 
PENNSYLVANIA EASTERN 884 280 31.7 118 42.1 5B 20.7 100 35.7 3 1.1 1 .4 0 .0 
PENNSYLVANIA MIDDLE. 215 78 36.3 38 48.7 8 10.3 n 39.7 1 1.3 0 .0 J .J 
PENNSYLVANIA WESTERN 494 187 37.9 124 66.3 6 3.2 38 20.3 12 6.4 3 1.6 4 2.1 
VIRGIN ISLANDS •••••• 495 297 60.0 93 31.3 54 18.2 103 34.7 21 701 8 2.7 IB 6.1 

FOURTH CIRCUIT ••• 4066 1357 33.4 554 40.8 274 20.2 460 34.0 45 3.0 8 .6 16 1.2 

MARyLAND •••••••••••• 1114 343 30.B 133 38.8 55 16.0 133 38.8 10 2.9 3 .9 9 2.6 
NO. CAROLINA EASTERN 288 136 47.2 71 52.2 16 11.8 32 23.5 15 11.0 a .0 2 1.5 
NO. CAROLINA MIDDLE. 329 122 37.1 68 55.7 27 22.1 25 20.5 2 1.6 a .0 0 .0 
NO. CAROLINA WESTERN 271 95 35.1 53 55. e 21 22.1 20 21.1 1 1.1 a .0 0 .0 
SOUTH CAROLINA •••••• 452 155 34.3 55 35.5 24 15.5 73 47.0 3 2.0 0 .0 J .0 
VIRGINI. EASTERN •••• 1113 327 29.4 115 35.2 94 28.7 108 33.0 6 1.8 2 .6 2 .6 
VIRGINIA WESTERN •••• lB6 74 39.B 36 48.6 18 24.3 16 21.6 4 5.4 a .0 0 .0 
W. VIRGINIA NORTHERN 94 40 42.6 5 12.5 9 22.5 21 52.!; 2 5.0 2 5.0 1 2.5 
W. VIRGINIA SOUTHERN 219 65 29.7 18 27.7 10 15.4 32 109.2 2 3.1 1 1.5 2 3.1 

FIFTH CiRCUIT •••• 11784 5013 42.5 2554 50.9 843 16.8 1425 28.4 110 2.2 44 .9 37 .7 

ALABAMA NORTHERN •••• 732 240 3Z.B 100 41.7 37 15.4 98 40.8 5 2.1 a .0 0 .0 
ALABAMA MI DOLE •••••• 289 274 94.8 238 86.9 22 B.O 14 5.1 a .Il Il .0 0 .0 
ALABAMA SOUTHERN •••• 202 47 23.3 2 4,3 21 44.7 22 46.8 0 .0 0 .0 2 4.3 
FLDRIDA NORTHERN •••• 1B3 135 73.8 8B 65.? 19 14.1 26 19.3 2 1.5 0 .0 0 .0 
FLORIDA MIDDLE •••••• 647 231 35.7 72 31.2 31 13.4 119 51.5 7 3.0 2 .9 0 .0 
FLORIDA SOUTHERN •••• 914 528 57.8 298 56.4 50 9.5 149 28.2 19 3.6 5 .9 7 1.3 
GEORGIA NORTHERN •••• 673 523 77.7 382 73.0 45 8.6 87 16.6 4 .8 2 .4 3 .6 
GEORGIA MIDDLE ...... 849 55 6.5 24 43.6 11 20.0 14 25.5 3 5.5 1 1.8 2 3.6 
GEORGIA SOUTHERN •••• 1576 6 .4 1 16.7 0 .0 5 83.3 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 
LOUISIANA EASTERN ••• 905 168 18.6 49 29.2 46 27.4 72 42.9 1 .6 Il .Il a .0 
LOUISIANA MIDDLE •••• 138 24 17.4 9 37.5 4 16.7 10 41.7 0 .0 1 4.2 0 .0 
LOUISIANA WESTERN ••• 374 6 1.6 1 16.7 a .0 5 83.3 0 .0 0 .0 a .0 
MISSISSIPPI NORTHERN 130 14 10.8 3 21.4 5 35.7 6 42.9 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 
MISSISSIPPI SOUTHERN 161 84 52.2 25 29.8 14 16.7 39 46.4 4 4.8 1 1.2 1 1.2 
TEXAS NORTHERN •••••• 725 :;)60 49.7 179 49.7 88 24.4 87 24.2 2 .6 3 .B 1 .3 
TEXAS EASTERN ••••••• 175 83 47.4 37 44.6 15 18.1 24 28.9 1 1.2 3 3.6 3 3.6 
TEXAS SOUTHERN •••••• 174B 1352 77.3 838 62.0 206 15.2 258 19.1 28 2.1 14 1.0 8 .6 
TEXAS WESTERN ••••••• 1012 71. 66.5 185 25.9 148 20.8 329 46.1 30 4.2 11 1.5 10 1.4 
CANAL ZONE •••••••••• 291 170 58.4 23 13.5 81 47.6 61 35.9 4 2.4 1 .6 a .0 
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UNITUD STATUS DI5'fIUCT COURTS 

PERSONS DETAINED IN CUS'IODY PRIOR TO TRIAL, PLEA, OR DIS~IISSAL DURING THE YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 1977, 
BY LENGllI OF TUIE IN CUSTODY AND BY DISTRICT 

TABLE 11 
(rlxcludes period£ of detention fo11owirlg plea of guilty or conviction.) 

NUMBER OF DEFENDANl'S AND TIME IN CUSTODY IN DAYS 

All TOTAL 
CIRCUIT defts. 1-10 11-30 31-S0 91-120 121-150 

AND disposed NUM- J PER- NUM- I PEJ,· NUM- I PER- NUM- I PER- NUM- I PER- NUM-l PER-
DISTRICT of BER CENT' 8ER Ck:N'T' BER CENT' BER CENT' BER CENT' BER CENT' ., 

SIXTH CI~CUIT •••• 4689 1497 31.9 67t 44.8 280 18.7 479 32.0 37 2.5 8 .5 . 
I(ENTUCKY EASTERN •••• 322 189 58.7 74 39.2 47 24.9 61 32.3 3 1.6 0 .0 
IlENTUCKY WESTERN •••• 501 211 42.1 104 49.3 36 17.1 71 33.6 a .0 a .0 
MICHIGAN EASTERN •••• 1646 456 27.7 235 51.5 65 14.3 128 28.1 15 3.3 4 .9 
MICHIGaN kESTERN •••• 264 64 24.2 20 31.3 16 25.0 20 31.3 4 6.3 2 3.1 
OHIO NORTHERN ••••••• 807 160 19.8 48 30.0 38 23.8 66 41.3 4 2.5 1 .6 
OHIO SOUTHERN ••••••• ~01 108 35.9 17 15.7 33 30.6 52 48.1 5 4.6 0 .0 
TENNESSEE EASTERN ••• 225 148 65.8 102 68.9 20 13.5 24 16.2 1 .7 1 .7 
TENNESSEE MlooL E ..... 392 90 23.0 30 33.3 16 17.8 ~o 44.4 3 3.3 a .0 
TENNESSEE WESTERN ••• 231 71 30.7 41 57.7 9 12.7 17 23.9 2 2.8 0 .0 

SEVENTH CI~CUIT •• 2495 628 25.2 212 33.8 119 l8.9 243 38.7 32 5.1 8 1.3 

ILLINOIS NCRTHERN ... 1189 205 17.2 45 22.0 19 9.3 11.9 58.0 12 5.9 3 1.5 
ILLINOIS EASTERN •••• 156 32 20.5 12 37.5 13 40.6 7 21.9 a .0 0 .0 
ILLINOIS SOUTHERN ••• 104 " 3.8 1 25.0 0 .0 2 50.0 a .0 1 25.0 
INOIANA NORTHERN •••• 446 170 38.1 80 47.1 44 25.9 38 22.4 5 2.9 1 .6 
INDIANA SOUTHERN •••• 256 127 49.6 27 21.3 30 23.6 54 42.5 11 8.7 1 .n 
WISCONSIN EASTERN ••• 269 7S 2~.4 40 50.6 13 1",.5 19 24.1 4 5.1 2 2.5 
WISCONSIN WESTERN ••• 75 11 14.7 7 63.6 0 .0 4 36.4 a .0 a .0 

E lGHTH CIRCUIT ... 2681 902 33.6 479 53.1 187 20.7 217 24.1 15 1.7 2 .2 

ARKANSAS EASTERN •••• 281 128 45.6 82 64.1 28 21.9 18 14.1 0 .0 a .0 
ARKANSAS WESTER~ •••• 70 11 15.7 3 27.3 5 45.5 3 27.3 0 .0 0 .0 
lOWA NORTHERN ••••••• 148 24 16.2 12 50.0 3 12.5 7 29.2 2 8.3 a .~ 
IOWA SOliTIlE~N ••••••• 109 20 18.3 1 5.0 2 10.0 14 70.0 1 5.0 2 10.0 
MINNESOTA ••••••••••• 394 185 47.0 133 71.9 21 11.4 28 15.1 3 1.6 a .0 
M1SSOU~1 EASTERN .... 382 158 41.4 58 36.7 44 27.6 53 33.5 2 1.3 a .0 
MISSOURI WESTERN .... 650 101 15.5 3B 37.6 30 29.7 32 31.7 1 1.0 a .0 
NEBRASKA •••••••••••• 214 99 46.3 51 51.5 17 17.2 28 28.3 2 2.0 0 .0 
NORTH DAKOTA •••••••• 136 44 32.4 15 34.1 19 43.2 10 22.7 a .0 a .0 
SOUTH DAKOTA •••••••• 297 132 44.4 86 65.2 18 13.0 24 18.2 4 3.0 0 .0 

NINTH CI~CUIT •••• S386 5033 53.6 2354 46.8 86S 17.3 1668 33.1 90 1.8 25 .5 

ALASKA •••••••••••••• 191 95 49.7 68 71.6 8 8.4 18 18.9 a .0 a .0 
ARiZONA ••••••••••••• 1407 871 62.3 338 38.5 96 10.9 428 48.8 12 1.4 2 .2 
CALIFORNI A NO~THERN. 761 540 71.0 296 54.8 66 12.2 150 27.8 15 2.8 7 1.3 
CALIFORNIA EASTERN •• 587 253 43.1 83 32.8 77 30.4 80 31.6 10 4.0 0 .0 
CALIFORNIA CENTRAL •• 2329 1224 52.6 ~95 48.6 257 21.0 354 28.9 11 .9 3 .2 
CALIFORNIA SOUTHERN. 1383 1266 91.5 598 47.2 216 17.1 415 32.8 22 1.7 8 .6 
HAWAII •••••••••••••• 770 57 7.4 42 73.7 8 14.0 5 8.8 2 3.5 0 .0 
IDAHO ••••••••••••• 1')" 124 31 25. a 5 16.1 7 22.6 15 48.4 1 3.2 a .0 
MONTANA ••••••••••••• 155 56 36.1 23 41.1 12 21.4 19 33.9 1 1.8 1 1.8 
NEVADA •••••••••••••• 204 122 59.8 58 47.5 24 19.7 3S 28.7 5 4.1 0 .0 
OREGON •••••••••••••• 337 138 40.9 50 36.2 32 23.2 50 36.2 4 2.9 1 .7 
WASHINGTON EASTERN •• 160 106 66.3 48 45.3 31 29.2 24 22.6 2 1.9 a .0 
WASHINGTON WESTERN •• 958 259 21.0 148 57.1 32 12.4 74 28.6 4 1.5 1 .4 
GUAM •••••••••••••••• 20 S 45.0 2 22.2 3 33.3 1 11.1 1 11.1 2 22.2 

TENTH CIRCUiT •••• 2261 922 40.8 400 43.4 210 22.8 302 32.8 5 .5 3 .3 

COLORADO •••••••••••• 503 148 29.4 62 41.9 34 23.0 51 34.5 a .0 1 .7 
KANSAS •••••••••••••• 479 171 35.7 62 36.3 31 1801 74 43.3 3 1.8 1 .6 
NEW MEXICO •••••••••• 322 165 51.2 75 45.5 44 26.7 46 27.9 a .0 a .0 
OKLAHOMA NORTHERN ••• 244 104 42.6 66 63.5 19 18.3 19 18.3 a .0 a .0 
OKLAHOMA EASTERN •••• 80 27 33.8 18 66.7 4 14.8 5 18.5 a .0 a .0 
OKLAHOMl WESTERN •••• 442 241 54.5 94 39.0 59 24.5 86 35.; 1 .4 1 .4 
UTAH ................. 61 6 9.8 a .0 a .0 3 50.0 1 16.7 a .0 
WyOMING ••••••••••••• 130 60 46.2 23 38.3 19 31.7 18 30.0 a .0 a .0 

Ipercent is percent of al1 defendants disposed of. 
2percent reflects proportion of defendants detained in custody. 
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22 1.5 

4 2.1 ., . ., 
9 2.0 
2 3.1 
3 1.9 
1 .9 
0 .0 
1 1.1 
2 2.8 

14 2.2 

7 3.4 
0 .0 
I) .0 
2 1.2 
4 3.1 
1 1.3 
0 .0 

2 .2 

a .0 
0 .0 
0 .0 
a .0 
a .0 
1 .6 
a .0 
1 1.0 
0 .0 
0 .0 

27 .5 

1 1.1 
1 .1 
6 1.1 
3 1.2 
4 .3 
7 .6 
a .0 
3 9.7 
a .0 
0 .0 
1 .7 
1 .9 
0 .0 
0 .0 

2 .2 

a .0 
0 .0 
a .0 
a .0 
a .0 
a .0 
2 33.3 
0 .0 



Patterns of detention were greatly dissimilar among the various 

district courts, as indicated in the accompanying table. Detention 

rates varied from less than one percent in the Southern District 

of Georgia to almost 95 percent in the Middle District of Alabama. 

It should be pointed out that in the Middle District of Alabama 

almost 87 percent of the defendants held in custody prior to 

trial were detained less than 10 days. 

F. CASES DISPOSED OF BY PLEA OR TRIAL 

Variances in the number of defendants whose cases reach 

trial in the district courts, as compared with the number of 

defendants entering pleas of guilty or nolo contendere, are sub­

stantial. The percentage of cases reaching trial in 1977 ranged 

from a low of 6.0 percent in the District of Hawaii to a high of 

42.4 percent in the Northern District of Florida and in the 

Western District of Tennessee. The types of cases comprising 

the caseload of a particular district greatly affect the number 

of defendants whose cases are likely to be tried. The dockets 

of the District of Hawaii, for example, includes a large number 

of misdemeanor cases. Other reasons for these variances among 

the district courts have not been identified. The figures, by 

district, are shown in the accompanying table. 

During 1977 there were 43,248 defendants in all district 

courts whose cases were disposed of after a plea of guilty or 

nolo contendere or after trial, and 18.3 percent of the defend­

ants reached trial. In the district courts of the Ninth Circuit 
15.7 percent of the defendants were tried and in the district 

courts of the Seventh Circuit 24.4 percent reached trial. In 
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TABLE 12 '-
CIrcuit 

Plea of 
gull t>' 01' 

nnd nolo 
district Totn1 contendere 

Totul a/l districts 43,248 35,335 

District 01 Columbln 1,018 880 

First Circuit 1,087 835 

M.lne . 65 55 
M .... chus.tt. 625 473 
Now n.mpshlre 31 25 
Rhodo Islnnd. 106 90 
PoartoRic" 256 192 

Socond Circuit 3,417 2,735 

Connecticut. 300 257 
Now York: 

North.rn . 167 134 
Enstern 1,010 8'" ., 
Southern 1,517 1,190 
Western 326 256 

Vermont 97 71 

T/tlrd Circuit 3,038 2,450 

fIelnwar. 121 106 
Now Jers.y 1,199 1,043 
Pennsylvanln: 

EO!ltorn 799 617 
Mlddl. 204 159 
Western 373 254 

Virgin Islond, 342 211 

Fourth Circuit 4,002 3,074 

Morylnnd 1,110 928 
North e.rollna: 

ED!tcrn . 264 236 
Middle. 280 243 
Western 252 210 

South C .. rollno 373 304 
Vlrglnl.: 

Eastern . 1,251 736 
'VOlJtUtn 179 158 

West ViI'glnla: 
Northern 85 76 
Southern 208 las 

Filth GlrculL 11,242 9,413 

AI.boma: 
Northern 671 628 
Middle •. 257 176 
Southern 186 151 

Florid .. 
Northern . .... .... 165 96 
~Ilddl •... ... ... 573 445 
South.rn .. ... 823 606 

Ceorgla: 
Northern .... .... .... 601 449 
Mlddl. ..... , . ... 829 730 
Southern .. .. ..... 

Louisiana: 
... 1,586 1,470 

Enstern ..... ... ,. 814 679 
Middle ............. 163 147 
We.tern ........ " 571 511 

MIs.I"lppl: 
Northern ...•. 115 69 
Southern ....... , .... 141 132 

TeXDS: 
Northern ............ 696 612 
Eastern ............ 163 147 
Southern .' ........... 1,544 1,312 
We.tern ............ 1,065 846 

Conal Zone ............. '279 207 

tmITED STATES DISTRICT COURTS 

DEPENIJAl'll' DISPOS1TIONS BY 1'RIAL ANlJ BY PLEA, BY DISTIUCT, 
FOR 11m TII'ELVE H:lN'nt PllRlOlJ ENDED JUlffi 30, 1977 

Percent C'r~ult 
Court and renching nnd 
jUl'>' trill1 trial district Totnl 

7,913 18,3 Sixth Circuit . 4,29U 

138 13.6 Kcntccky: 
Enslern 305 

252 23.2 Western 530 

21.5 
Mlchlgnn: 

14 F.nstcrn 1,214 
152 ~4 .3 Western 250 

6 19.4 Ohio: 
16 15.1 Northern 142 
64 25.0 Southern . 319 

Ttmnosscc! 
682 20.0 Eastern 225 

Middle 428 
43 14.3 Wm;tcrn 217 

33 19.8 Sovanth Circuit 2,319 
183 18.1 
327 21.6 Illinois: 

70 21.4 Northurn 1,099 
26 26.8 Enstern 153 

Southern 115 
588 19.4 Indillnn: 

N~rthern 396 
15 12.4 Southorn 253 

156 13.0 Wlscon,ln: 
f:ustern 234 

182 22.8 Wpstt'rn 69 
45 22.1 

119 31.9 Blghth Circuit -b.S~L 
71 20.7 

ArkanSAS: 
928 ;!3.2 ~~astern 259 

Western 73 
laZ 16.4 lown: 

Northern 137 
28 10.6 Southern 106 
37 13.2 ~llnncsotn 354 
42 16.7 Missouri: 
69 18.5 EnAtorn 366 

Wastern 604 
515 41.2 Nebr.skn 185 

21 11. 7 North Onkotn 146 
South Ookota 293 

9 10.6 
25 12.0 Ninth Clr<ult 8,<34 

1,829 16.3 Alosk. 172 
Arizona 1,168 
Cnlllornla: 

43 6.4 Northarn 661 
81 31.5 EMtern 538 
35 18.8 Centr.1 2,019 

Southern 1,195 
70 42.4 IInw.lI. 697 

121 22.1 Id.ho 119 
217 26.4 Montano. . 168 

Nevada. 171 
152 25.3 Oregon 239 
99 11.9 Wa,hlngton: 

116 7.3 E •• tern . 142 
Wa.torn 928 

135 16.6 Guam. . .... 17 
16 9.8 
60 10.5 Tenth Circuit . 2,078 

46 40.0 Color.do. . ., 479 
9 6.4 Kansas. 428 

NewMexlcQ ., .. 250 
84 12.1 Okl.homa: 
16 9.8 Northern . .. , ... 225 

232 15.0 E.stern . .. ... 78 
219 20.6 We.tern .. 410 

n: 25.8 Utah ... .... 88 
Wyoming ... .... .... 120 

l'l~n of 
guilty or 

nolo Court und 
cOlltcndcrc jury trio 1 

:1,545 744 

21' 88 
458 72 

1,016 198 
224 26 

611 71 
261 S2 

111 54 
331 91 
Wi 92 

I, 75~ 566 --
815 28·' 
107 46 

70 45 

313 83 
206 4~' 

182 S2 
60 9 

2,.050 ,173 ... 

179 80 
61 12 

119 18 
78 28 

293 61 

289 71 
490 114 
159 26 
121 25 
261 32 

6,942 1,292 

143 29 
948 220 

570 91 
483 55 

1,696 323 
969 226 
655 42 

95 24 
126 42 
123 48 
184 55 

111 31 
826 102 

13 4 

1,657 421 

315 104 
310 58 
192 58 

179 46 
58 20 

323 87 
57 31 

103 11 

SOURCE. Appendix table D7AD appearing in the ANNUAL REPORT OF 'llIE DIRECTOR.,ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF U. S. COURTS, 
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Pcrcent 
reaching 

trinl 

17.5 

28.8 
13.6 

15.5 
10.4 

9.6 
16.3 

24.0 
21. 3 
42.4 

24.4 

25.8 
30.1 
39.1 

21.0 
18.6 

22.2 
13.0 

18.7 

30.9 
16.4 

13.1 
26.4 
17.2 

21.0 
18.9 
14.0 
17.1 
10.9 

15.7 

16.9 
18.8 

13.8 
10 •• 
16.0 
18.9 
6.0 

20.2 
25.0 
28.1 
23.(1 

21.8 
11.0 
23.5 

20.2 

21. 7 
13.6 
23.2 

20.4 
25.6 
21. 2 
35.2 
14.2 



the District of Columbia 13.6 percent of the defendants reached 

trial. The district courts in which 30 percent or more of the 

defendants were tried (excluding dismissals) are as follows: 

District 

Florida, Northern 
Tennessee, Western 
Virginia, Eastern 
Mississippi, Northern 
Illinois, Southern 

Utah 
Pennsylvania, Western 
Alabama, Middle 
Arkansas, Eastern 
Illinois, Eastern 

Percent of 
defendants tried 

42.4 
42.4 
41.2 
40.0 
39.1 

35.2 
31.9 
31.5 
30.9 
30.1 

G. RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE DIRECTOR OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 

OF THE UNITED STATES COURTS 

The United States district courts, operating under Speedy 

Trial Act plans adopted ill 1976, have In.ade significant progress 

during the paSlt year in reducing the number of pending criminal 

cases in order to meet the interim time limits for the dis­

position of criminal cases provided in the Act and ultimately to 

meet the permanent time limits which will become effective in 

1979. The final speedy trial plans required under the Act, 

however, which will contain the recommendations of the district 

courts for general amendments to the Speedy Trial Act, will net 

be formulated until 1978. The limited experience of the courts 

to date does not afford a basis at this time for firm recommendations 

for general amendments to the Act. 
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Recommendations, limited in scope and indicating urgent 

matters to which Congress should give prompt attention, were set 

out in last year's report. To the extent appropriate, they are 

listed below. It is again urged that these recommendations be 

given prompt attention by the Congress. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

1. That Congress authorize the additional judgeship 

positions for United States dbtr.ict courts recommended by the 

Judicial Conference of the United States; 

2. That the bill to make the excludable time limi­

tations of 18 U.S.C. 3161(h) applicable to the "interim time 

limits" contained in 18 U.S.C. 3164 be promptly enacted into 

law; 

3. That the Congress provide the funds for the re­

sources needed for speedy trial purposes which will be included 

in the appropriation submissions for the fiscal year 1979; 

4. That the bill to clarify and expand the powers of 

United States magistrates, S. 1613, 95th Congress, be enacted 

into law; and 

5. That the amendments to the Juror Selection and 

Service Act, recommended by the Judicial Conference of the 

United States, be enact~d into law. 
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TITLE II. PRETRIAL SERVICES 

This Second Annual Report to Congress describes the accn~?lish­

ments of the pretrial services agencies as requir~d by 18 U.S.C. 3155 

(Title II of the Speedy Trial Act). It reports on the activities of 

the 10 demonstration agencies through August 1, 1977, and is divided 

into the following five sections: A. Operational Information; 

B. Pretrial Services Activity; C. Statistics; D. Comparative Viola­

tion Rates Oft The Conditions Of Release; and E. Incidence Of And 

Cost Of Pretrial Detention. 

A. OPERATIONAL INFORMATION 

1. GENERAL INFORMATION. During the past reporting year, the 

10 demonstration. agencies have stabilized their operations within 

the federal court system. They are providing verified client based 

information to the clerks of courts which is often times critical 

to the operation of Title I. This information, initially gathered 

and reported promptly to the judicial officer for pretrial release 

purposes, is also being used by probation officers in preparing 

presentence reports. 

Though a general spirit of cooperation exists between PSA and 

other court units, there is still a problem in some districts of 

not having adequate time to conduct pre-bail interviews on a 

consistent basis. In these districts, traditional methods of 

operation are .t:t':sistent to the change created by the PSA concept 

and serve to minimize the time available for the completion of 

the pre-bail interviews and the preparation of summary reports 

to the judicial officer in time for consideration at the initial 

bail hearing. 
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A second general problem area is that of obtaining criminal 

history records rapidly enough for use at the initial bail 

hearing. Though all agencies have made local arrangements to 

obtain criminal record histories, the absence of a systematic 

process to provide the pretrial services agencies with criminal 

histories prior to the initial bail hearing has hindered their 

operation. 

A recent demonstration effort has been undertaken in the 

Southern District of New York which permits the retriev'al of 

criminal records from the New York Division of Criminal 

Justice Services and from the FBI through the use of a 

facsimile fingerprint system. This system will be evaluated 

after an adequate period of operation. 

Regardless of the above and other difficulties, the 

pretrial services agencies in the 10 demonstration districts 

have overcome initial operational problems and are now 

having a positive impact on the pretrial phase of criminal 

cases in the federal court system. 

In addition to the 10 original demonstration agencies, 

United States Probation Offices in six other distric~have 

initiated pretrial services procedures utilizing existing 

probation staff. These six districts are: Western Kentucky, 

Eastern Arkansas, Eastern Missouri, New Mexico, Northern 

California, and Northern Ohio. These self-initiated districts 

represent an effort to determine whether or not the existing staff 

of United States Probation Offices can assume the role and 
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functions of a pretrial ::;~rvices agency. Data from the six 

additional districts is currently being processed by the 

Pretrial Services Branch and will be reported in the Third 

Annual Report. 

2. TRAINING. The Pretrial Services Branch conducted three 

training seminars during the reporting year with one involving 

all chief and supervising pretrial service officers and the other 

tlITO involving selected chief and supervising pretrial service 

officers. These seminars facilitated acquisition of consensus 

information fr"~1 field personnel regarding operational problems 

thereby ailowing formulation of policy designed to alleviate 

specific problems of the agencies. 

3. BUDGET. As of June 30, 1977, the 10 demonstration 

districts expended $4,284,229 of the initial $10 million 

allocated for Title II. At the present rate of spending, 

it is projected that the initial $10 million will be exhausted 

by December 1978. E.fforts are being undertaken to obtain 

supplemental funds to allow the demonstration project to 

continue operations through the time necessary for Congress 

to consider the final report du@ in July of 1979. 

4. PRETRIAL SERVICES BRANCH. The Pretrial Services Branch 

of the Probation Division increased its staff by one professional 

position and two data analysts during the reporting period of 

August 1, 1976 to August 1, 1977. Personnel from the Pretrial 

Services Branch made 21 visits to the 10 demonstration districts 
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to provide operational assistance where needed and to monitor the 

operations of each agency. During this period all operational 

and evaluation forms have been finalized. 

A working agreement has been developed in cooperation with 

the Federal Judicial Center whereby the Pretrial Services Branch 

will obtain statistical analysis capability through the 

Courtran II system. This analysis capability will enhance the 

Branch's ability to examine and report in depth the data being 

collected by the demonstration project. 

5. PRESENT STAFFING PATTERNS. The authorized personnel 

for the 10 demonstration districts increased from 135 as of 

August 1, 1976, to 156 authorized positions as of August 1, 

1977. The present staffing pattern for the demonstration 

districts is expected to remain the same for the life of the 

demonstration project. The staffing patterns by district are 

reflected below in TABLE 1. 

TABLE 1 - ALLOCATION OF OFFICERS AND SUPPORTING 
PERSONNEL TO PRETRIAL SERVICES AGENCIES 

Boards of Trustees 

CPSO SPSO PSO cis 

Eastern New York 1 1 8 5 

Eastern Pennsylvania 1 1 8 5 

Maryland 1 0 8 5 

Eastern Michigan 1 2 12 8 

Western Missouri 1 0 4 3 

Total 5 4 40 26 
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Probation Districts 

CPSO SPSO PSO cis TOTAL 

Southern New York 1 1 12 6 20 

Northern Georgia 1 1 7 4 13 

Northern Texas 1 1 4 2 8 

Northern Illinois 1 1 8 4 14 

Central California 1 2 lL 7 as 

Total 5 6 46 23 

6. BOARDS OF TRUSTEES. During the past year the Boards of 

Trustees in the five districts held infrequent meetings 

the five districts. The following information reflects 

number of meetings in each Board of Trustees district: 

Eastern New York ---------- 0 

*Eastern Pennsy1vania------- 13 

Maryland ------------------ 2 

Eastern Michigan ---------- 1 

Western Missouri ---------- 1 

in four 

the 

*It should be noted that the unusually high number of Board 

meetings in Eastern Pennsylvania dealt with personnel matters 

as opposed to operational problems. 

B. PRETRIAL SERVICES ACTIVITY 

The Pretrial Services Data Base consists of info~ation on 

cases which have progressed through the pretrial ph,:'!,se of the 

court process and have been closed and reported on by the 

demonstration districts. Information concerning the overall 
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activities of each pretrial services agency through August 1, 1977, 

is derived from this data base and from monthly activity forms 

prepared by each district. These two sources contain the number of 

persons interviewed, the number of persons placed under pretrial 

services supervision, the utilization of contractual services by 

the demonstration projects, the number of cases terminated and 

the number of cases in the Pretrial Services Data Base. 

TABLE 2 (PRETRIAL SERVICES ACTIVITY) summarizes the informa-

tion to be presented in this section. 

1. NUMBER OF PERSONS INTERVIEWED. As of August 1, 1977, the 

10 demonstration agencies interviewed 15,701 individuals since the 

project began. The Board of Trustees units interviewed 6,737 

individuals and the Probation districts interviewed 8,964 

individuals. Of the 15,701 offenders 11,119 or 70.8% were pre-

bail interviews. The rate for this of pre-bail interview is 

virtually the same in the two pretrial services models, 71.8% for 

:the Boards and 70.1% for the Probation units. The ratio of pre-

bail interviews is regarded as an important index of the impact 

an agency can have on the release status of an accused individual 

'-
processed in a project district. Specifically, the ability of a 

pretrial agency to pr.ovide verified background information on each 

of:'2ender to the judicial officer prior to the initial bail 

hearing should serve to assist the court in the decision making 

process of whether to detain or release the accused. 

The ratio of pre-bail interviews to the total number of 

persons interviewed varies considerably between districts. 

Eastern Pennsylvania and Northern Illinois have the lowest ratios 
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BOARD 
OF 
TRUSTEE 
DISTRICTS 

PROBATION 
DISTRICTS 

TABLE 2 

ACTIVITIES OF PRETRIAL SERVICES AGENCIES THROUGH AUGUST 1, 1977 

NUMBER OF TYPE INTERVIEW PERSONS PERSONS 
PERSONS UNDER TERMI· INTERVIEWED PSA 

PRE BAIL POST BAli OTHER REFUSED SUPERVIS. NATED 

DIST.RICT . MONTHS 
No. No. No. No. No. No. TOTAL % % ~ 0/., OJ.. % RATIONAL 

71 225 500 1065 110 41 

NO. 
OPE 

NEW YORK, E. 16 1287 82.8 8.5 5.5 3.2 17 c 38.9 
689 563 7 30 504 899 

17 1289 53.5 43.7 .5 2.3 39.1 . 69.7 PENN., E. 

1261 301 0 29 362 '1085 
19 1561 80.8 19.3 0 1.8 23.2. 69.5 MARYLAND 

1318 721 11 0 1776 1251 
18 2050 64.3 35.2 .5 0 86.( 61.0 MICH., E. 

503 44 0 3 429 417 
19 550 91. 5 8.0 0 .5 78.C 75.8 

MO., W. 

4836 1739 89 },.03 3296 4152 
TAL 6737 71.8 25.8 1.3 1.5 48.!:, 61.6 TO 

1702 191 89 18 1082 1042 

NEW YORK, S. 18 2000 85.1 9.6 4.4 .9 54.1 52.1 
196 296 13 0 841 676 

GEORGIA, N. 21 1105 72.0 26.8 1.2 0 76.1 61.2 

689 236 20 27 848 655 
TEXAS, N. 21 972 70.9 24.3 2.1 2.7 87.2 67.4 

1183 1033 4 10 1450 987 
ILL., N. 22 2230 53.0 46.3 .1 .4 65.( 44.3 

1913 447 125 172 1229 394 
CALIF., C. 18 2657 71.9 16.8 4.7 6.5 46.3 52.5 

6283 2203 251 227 5450 ~754 

TOTAL 
8964 70.1 24.6 2.8 2.5 60.e . 53.0 

GRAND TOTALS 
15701 

PERSONS PERSONS BAIL 
PSA DE· VIO· DATA 
BASE* TAINED* LATIONS* 

No. No. No • 
% 0/., .~ 

466 164 45 

36.2 35.2 9.6 
442 131 35 

34.3 29.E 7.9 
842 253 58 

53.9 30.( 6.9 
1230 316 52 

60.0 25. 4.2 

396 115 30 

72.0 29.( 7.E 

3376 979 220 
50.1 28.S 6.5 

816 329 91 

40. ( 40. _ 11.1 

684 266 72. 
6J..J 38.5 10.5 

770 323 32 
63.; 5.2 

1267 282 49 
. 34. ~ 52 6.4 

4156 751 33 
47. 36.E 2.6 

~951 277 
46.~ 46.< 6.6 

*Detention and bail violation rates are based on the number of cases in the Pretrial Services Data Base. All other 
ratios are based on the number of cases interviewed by each Pretrial Services Agency. (Excludes writs and con­
current detentions) 



r 

of 53.5% and 53.0% respectively while Western Missouri and New 

York Southern have the highest ratios of 91.5% and 85.1%. TABLE 3 

reveals a correlation be'tween the ratio of Pre-bail interviews and 

the average time from pre-bail interviews to the initial bail 

hearing. The data indicates the two districts with the lowest 

ratio of pre-bail interviews also have the shortest average time 

from the interview to the initial bail hearing. Eastern Pennsylvania 

h~s 1 hour and 30 minutes and Northern Illinois has 1 hour and 12 

minutes. Generally speaking, those districts with the highest 

ratios of pre-bail interviews to the total number of interviews 

have a longer. average period of time from the pre-bail interview 

to the initial bail hearing. 

TABLE 3 also reveals an average time of 18 hours from 

arrest to pre-bail interview in the 10 districts. The time 

varies from a low of 10 hours in Missouri Western to a high of 

163 hours in Maryland. The high figure in Maryland is caused by 

the processing of traffic cases where the individual is issued a 

summons. In those instances the pretrial services agency con­

tacts the individual for an interview prior to the initial hearing. 

When the summons cases are not included for the District of 

Maryland, the average time from arrest to the pre-bail interview 

is approximately 15 hours. Given this figure and the average time 

of 5 hours from the pre-bail interview to the initial bail hearing 

a total of 20 hours elapses from the point of arrest to the 

time of the initial bail hearing. 
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BOARD 
OF 
TRUSTEE 
DISTRICTS 

PROBATION 
DISTRICTS 

-~.~ ~.~.~ 

TABLE 3 

AVERA.GE TIME INTERVAL FROM ARREST TO PREBAIL INTERVIE!!? 
AND FROM PREBAIL INTERVIEW TO INITIAL BAIL HEARING 

AVERAGE TIME TO NEAREST HOUR 

FROM ARREST TO FROM PRE·BAIL INTERVIEW 
PRE·BAIL INTERVIEW TO I.Nlf·1AL BAIL HEARING 

DISTRICT 

NEW YORI<, E. 16 2 

PENN., E. 24 1 

MARYLAND 23 14 
, 

MICH., E. 11 3 

MO., W. 11 9 

AVERAGE 17 6 I 

NEW YORI<, S. 10 3 

GEORGIA, N. 15 3 

TEXAS, N. 21 2 

ILL., N. 22 1 

CALIF., C. 24 4 

AVERAGE 18 2 

GRAND AVERAGE 18 4 



Each district has experienced varied degrees of success in 

their attempts to institutionalize the pretrial services agency 

into the exi~ting court structure. As reflected in the overall 

ratio of pre-bail interviews, the majority of the districts have 

made major strides in this area. 

During the project period the demonstration agencies conducted 

3,942 post bail interviews after the initial bail hearing was held. 

In some instances, a post bail interview may occur in cases where 

the type and amount of bail was set by the court after a grand 

jury indictment. In many cases, the post bail interview has 

provided additional information to the judicial officer 

resulting in a modification of the initial decision concerning 

the individual's release stc1tuS. 

2. PERSONS SUPERVISED. One of the key functions of the 

pretrial services demonstration project is to supervise individuals 

released on bail during the pretrial period. To date 8,746 or 

54.9% of the individuals processed by the demonstration agencies 

have been placed under pretrial services supervision. As indicated 

in TABLE 2, the percentage of persons placed under supervision 

varies considerably among the 10 demonstration districts. New York 

Eastern and Maryland reflect the lowest rates of 17.5% and 23.2% 

respectively while Northern Texas and Eastern Michigan have the 

highest percentage of persons supervised, 87.2% and 86.6% 

respectively. 

The extreme variance between districts as to the percentage 

of persons supervised results from two factors. The first is 
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philosophical, expressed by New York Eastern adopting a selective 

approach towards supervision of persons released on bail according 

to needs of the accused determined at the tima of release. Their 

philosophy is in contrast with other districts where a strong 

effort is made to supervise all persons released on bail. In a 

number of districts a routine condition of release is that the 

person released be supervised by the pretrial serices agency. 

The second factor is the ability of certain agencies to perform 

both the investigative and supervision functions with their 

existing staff. For example, in the district of Maryland, 

the initial staffing confir,uration was inadequate and prevented 

the staff from carrying out a strong supervision role. The 

staffing factor influencing the number of persons supervised 

has been ameliorated with a recent increase in staff. 

The types of contacts concerning persons under pretrial 

services supervision include but are not limited to face to 

face, written or telephone conversations with the accused, 

with other interested persons or record keepers. The average 

number of contacts by the pretrial service officers concerning 

individuals released on bail varies considerably among districts 

as does the percentage of persons placed under pretrial super­

vision. The data presented in TABLE 4 reflect the average number 

of client contacts per pretrial service officer for both violators 

and non-violators of the conditions of bail. The average number 

of client contacts with bail violations ranges from a low of 1.7 

contacts per client in California Central to a high of 5.5 contacts 
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in Missouri Western. The overall average for the 10 districts is 

3.2 contacts per client for those violating the conditions of 

their release. 

The average number of contacts for non-bail violators 

supervised by the pretrial services agencies varies from a low 

of 6.6 contacts per offender in Illinois Northern to a high of 

23.1 in Missouri Western. The grand mean of contacts for the 

non-violators group is 15.2 for the 10 demonstration agencies. 

TABLE 4 also reflects that the average number of contacts for 

the non-violator group is considerably higher than the average 

for the violator group. This iactor is partially attributable 

to the shorter perjod of exposure the violators have with the 

pretrial service officer, i.e., approximately 25% of the 

persons violating the conditions of release had their bail 

revoked and , .. ere detained. 

3. CONTRACTUAL SERVICES. Section 3154(7) of Title II 

requires the pretrial services agencies to "assist persons 

released under this chapter in securing any necessa.ry employ­

ment, medical, legal, or social services." Seven of the 10 

demonstration districts have contracted with community organi­

zations to provide services to released individuals. Of those 

cases in the PSA Data Base 90 individuals have been provided 

contractus.1 services in seven districts for a total cost of 

$21,256.00 or an average cost per client of $236. Mis80uri 

Western has utilized contractual services to the greatest 
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U1 
U1 

BOARD 
OF 
TRUSTEE 
DISTRICTS 

PROBATION 
DISTRICTS 

TABLE 4 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF CONTACTS PER CLIENT BY PRETRIAL SERVICE OFFICERS 

DISTRICT NO. MONTHS 
OPERATIONAL 

NEW YORK, E. 16 

PENN., E. 17 

MARYLAND 19 

MICH., E. 18 

MO., W. 19 

TOTAL 

NEW YORK, S. 18 

GEORGIA, N. 21 

TEXAS, N. 21 

ILL., N. 22 

CALIF., C. 18 

TOTAL 

GRAND TOTAL 

VIOLATORS OF BAIL 
RELEASE CONDITIONS 

No. % 

45 9.7 

35 7.9 

58 6.9 

52 4.2 

30 7.6 

220 6.5 

91 11.2 

72 10.5 

32 5.2 

49 6.4 

33 2.6 

277 6.7 

497 6.6 

AVERAGE NON VIOLATORS OF BAIL 
NUMBER RELEASE CONDITIONS 

OF 
CONTACTS No. % 

3.0 421 90.3 

3.8 407 92.1 

2.9 784 93.1 

2.3 1178 95.8 

5.5 366 92.4 

3.5 3156 93.5 

3.6 725 88.9 

3.1 612 89.5 

2.6 587 94.8 

3.4 721 93.6 

1.7 1234 97.4 

2.9 3879 93.3 

3.2 7035 93.4 

AVERAGE 
NUMBER 

OF 
CONTACTS 

14.3 

19.0 

13.0 

14.0 

23.1 

16.7 

17.2 

14.9 

15.7 

6.6 

14.1 

13.7 

15.2 

I 



extent with 50 persons receiving contractual services costing 

$12,909. The majority of these individuals were involved in 

drug treatment programs. Those districts not involved in 

contractual services have relied upon existing services to meet 

the needs of individuals released on bail. It should be noted 

contractual services are sought only after it has been deter­

mined that non-contractual services for a specified need is 

not available within the community. Of the 90 individuals 

receiving contractual services 21 or 23.3% were dismissed 

following their involvement in a contractual program. 

TABLE 5 reflects the contractual activities for the 

seven districts. 

4. CASES TERMINATED AND CASES IN THE PRETRIAL SERVICES 

DATA BASE. Of the 15,701 individuals interviewed by the 10 

demonstration districts, 8906 or 57.3% have exited the pretrial 

status through dismissals, acquittals, or convictions. The 

percentage of terminated cases ranges from 38.9% in New York 

Eastern to 75.8% in Missouri Western. 

TIle Pretrial Services Data Base consists of 7,532 cases or 

84.6% of the terminated cases and represents 48.3% of the total 

number of cases processed by the demonstration districts. The 

Pretrial Services Data Base is the source of information used 

to assess the impact of the demonstration project. The infor­

mation contained in the data base reflects both client and 

judicial system data and captures the activities of both during 
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U1 
-...J 

DISTRICT 

NEW YORK, E. 

Totals 

PENN., E. 

MARYLAND 

Totals 

MO., W. 

Totals 

TOTALS--BOARDS. 

Type Contract 

Drug Out Patient 
Mental Out Patient 
Residential 
Counseling 
Other 

Residential 

Drug out Patient 
Counseling 

Drug In Patient 
Drug Out Patient 
Residential 

TABLE 5a 
(BOARD OF TRUSTEES) 

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES 

Monies Number of 
Spent Offenders 

$ 1,035.00 .11 
109.00 1 
355.00 1 
110.00 3 
11.00 2 --

$ 1,620.00 18 

816.00 1 

330.00 2 
286.00 1 --

$ 616.00 3 

726.00 1 
11,804.00 46 

379.00 _ 3_ 

$12,909.00 50 

$15,961.00 72 

Cost Per Final Disposition 
Client Not Convicted Convicted 

$ 94.09 1 10 
109.00 1 -
355.00 - 1 
36.67 1 2 
5.50 2 --- ---

$ 90.00 5 13 
~ 

816.00 - 1 

165.00 - 2 
286.00 - 1 -- ---

$ 205.33 - 3 

726.00 - -
256.61 12 34 
126.33 _ 1 _ _2 _ 

$ 258.18 13 37 

$ 221.68 18 54 



U1 
00 

1--

Type Contract 

DISTRICT 

GEORGIA, N. Residential 

ILL., N. Drug Out Patient 

Drug In Patient 
CALIF. , C. Alcohol In Patient 

Residential 

Totals 

TOTALS--PROBATION 

GRAND TOTALS > 

Monies 
Spent 

$ 2,291.00 

624.00 

1,077 .00 
283.00 

1,020.00 

$ 2,380.00 

$ 5,295.00 

$21,256.00 

TABLE 5b 
(PROBATION DISTRICTS) 

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES 

Number of Cost Per 
Offenders Client 

9 $ ~54.56 

3 208.00 

3 359.00 
1 283.00 
2 510.00 --
6 $ 396.67 

18 $ 294.16 

90 $ 236.17 

J 
Final Disposition 

Not Convicted Convicted 

2 7 

1 2 

- 3 
- 1 
- 2 -- --
- 6 

3 15 

21 69 



the pretrial period. The Pretrial Services Data Base provides 

the basis for the statistical section of' this report. 

C. STATISTICAL EVALUATION 

1. INTRODUCTION. The information presented in this section 

is derived from 7,532 cases in the Pretrial Services Data Base 

as of August 1, 1977. This data base represents 48.0% of the 

total number of cases processed by the 10 demonstration districts 

over an average operational period of 20.8 months. The informa­

tion contained in the Pretrial Services Data Base encompasses a 

broad range of client and court related information including 

detention costs, types of release, violations of conditions of 

release, final disposition, and other pertinent facts. It is 

projected that by 1979 the Pretrial Services Data Base will 

contain in excess of 20,000 cases processed by the pretrial 

services agencies and an additional 15,000 cases from a pre­

project or baseline sample of cases that were processed through 

the districts prior to the implementation of the demonstration 

proj ects. The increasro volume of data. will be used to fully 

analyze the impact of the pretrial services agenc.ies in the 

pretrial phase of criminal cases in the federal courts. 

The data presented here reflect early programatic data 

from the initial operational phases of the project where the 

impact of eaeh project was minimal because of the myraid of 

problems encountered by eaeh agency in attempting to introduce 

a new concept into the federal judicial struetl.lre. In some 

instances the results presented may cause the project's impact 
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to appear negative because of the preponderance of early project 

data, If a negative bias does exist at the present time in the 

Pretrial Services Data Base because of the early project data, it 

is anticipated that this bias will be negated by the data presented 

in the Third Annual Report which will reflect data for a time 

period where the projects' full impact on the pretrial phase of 

the federal judicial system should be realized. 

2. DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION.. The average age of the offender 

is 31.6 years with 59.0% having a prior criminal conviction and 

51.4% being employeJ at the time of the initial pretrial interview. 

Of this ,~roup 5,425 or 72.0% were convicted while 2,202 or 28.0% 

were either acquitted or the criminal case was dismissed. 

The Probation agencies' group had a higher percentage of 

individuals with a prior conviction, 61.3% as compared to the 56.2% 

rate for the Board group. The offenders from the Probation districts 

also had a higher rate of employment, 53.5%, while the offenders 

from the Board districts had an employment rate of 48.9%. The 

offenders from the Board districts were slightly older, 31.9 years, 

than those offenders from the Probation districts whose average age 

was 31.5 years. The cases handled by the Probation agencies reflect 

a higher conviction rate, 74.5%, as compared to the convictj)n rate 

of 69.0% for the cases from the Board of Trustees districts. 

The distribution of criminal charg~s filed against the offenders 

in the Pretrial Services Data Base indicates that five offense 

categories account for 5,550 or 73.7% of the criminal cases. These 

offense categories and the frequency of occurrence for the Pretrial 
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BOARD 
OF 
TRUSTEE 3376 
DISTRICTS 

PROBATION 
DISTRICTS 4156 

TABLE 6 

BASIC DEMOGRAPHIC D~TA 

Prior Record Employed 
"-

Yes No Yes No 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. 

1,897 56.2 1,479 43.8 1,651 48~9 1;725 51.1 2,329 

2,549 61.3 1,607 38.7 2,225 53.5 1,931 46.7 3,096 

446 59.0 3,086 41.0 3,876 51.4113,656 46.6 15,425 

Convicted 

Yes No Average 
% No. % Age 

69.0 1,047 31.0 31.9 

--I 

I 

74.5 1,060 25.5 31.3 

72.0 2,107 28.0 I[ :U.6 



Services Data Base are: (1) Narcotic Violations - 1,613 or 21.4%: 

(2) Larceny and Theft - 1,064 or 14.1%; (3) Miscellaneous General -

994 or 13.2%; (4) Forgery and Counterfeiting - 956 or 12.7%; and (5) 

Fraud - 919 or 12.1%. The cases handled by the Boards of Trustees 

and the Probation units reflect little variance in type of cases 

filed except for narcotic violations and forgery and counterfeiting 

cases. 

The Board units handled a greater number of narcotic cases, 

25.2%, as compared to 18.4% for the Probation units. The Probation 

districts processed 593 forgery and counterfeiting cases while 

the Boards of Trustees handled 363 of these cases. The remaining 

offense categories reflect little variance between the Probation 

and Boards of Trustees districts. 

3 INITIAL BAIL IMPOSED. It is not known at this time 

whether the bail practices in the 10 demonstration districts 

differ significantly from the practices followed in other districts. 

Data will be available at a later date to determine if such 

differences in bail practices do exist. The information provided. 

by the Pretrial Services Data Base indicates that 57.0% of the 

persons were released on bail without being required to post 

sureties. Of this number unsecured bonds were used in 3,023 or 

40.1% of the cases at the initial bail hearing and 1,257 or 16.9% 

were released on their own recognizance. Release conditions 

requiring the posting of monies or sureties were used for 3,122 

or 40.0% of the individuals in the Pretrial Services Data Base. 

Surety bonds were imposed on 2,389 or 31.3% of the individuals 
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with 10% bonds used for 702 and col1aterial bonds for 31. 

The Board of Trustees districts utilized either unsecured 

bonds or personal recognizance release in 62.5% of the cases 

while the Probation districts used these forms of release 

52.3% of the time. The use of conditions of release requiring 

the posting of sureties was used for 46.4% of the offenders 

in the Probation districtB as compared to a 35.5% rate in 

the Board of Trustees districts. This difference in the use 

of conditions of release requiring sureties is reflected in 

the detention rates for the two groups of agencies with the 

Board of Trustees agencies having a lower detention rate than 

the Probation districts. 

The Northern District of Texas used money or surety bond 

at a greater rate than any of the other districts with 57.5% 

of the persons having these types of bond imposed. The 

Southern District of New York utilized the surety bond the 

least of any districts for only 25.0% of the individuals 

released. The Northern District of Illinois utilized unsecured 

and personal recognizance r~lease for 71.3% of the individuals 

which is the highest rate of usage for these types of release. 

The Northern District of Texas used these types of release 

only 40.7% of the time. 

Persons in both the Board of Trustees and Probation districts 

charged with larceny and theft, embezzlement, fraud and forgery 

and counterfeiting have a higher probability of being released on 

their own recognizance or on unsecured bond than other offense 
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groups. The Probation district agencies differ marketly from the 

Board of Trustees agencies as to type of bail imposed for individuals 

charged with na~cotic violations and robbery. The Probation district 

agencies used surety type bonds for 65.4% of the narcotic cases as 

contrasted to a 45.1% rate in the Board of Trustees agencies. 

The contrast is also present for robbery cases where surety type 

bonds were imposed for 93.9% of the individuals in the Probation 

districts as opposed to a 83.9% rate for individuals in the Board 

of Trustees agencies. 

The data generated by the Pretrial Services Data Base reflects 

a basic difference between those individuals released on non-surety 

bonds and those who had a surety bond imposed. Those released on 

non-surety type bonds have a lower rate of prior convictions, 47.3%, 

as compared to the 62.1% prior conviction rate for those who had 

surety type bonds imposed. The individuals who were released on 

non-surety type bonds also had a higher rate of employment with 56.1% 

employed as compared to an employment rate of 50.8% for those 

individuals with surety type bonds imposed. The factors which 

appear to influence the type of bond imposed at the initial bail 

hearing are the individual's prior record, employment status, 

and the seriousness of the offense. As the Pretrial Services Data 

Base expands, other factors may be discovered which have a signifi­

cant bearing on the type of bond imposed at the initial hearing. 

D. COMPARATI~ VIOLATION P~TES OF THE CONDITIONS OF RELEASE. 

The information derived from the Pretrial Services Data Base 

indicates that 497 or 6.6% of the offenders violated some 
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condition of release imposed by the court. This is compared to 

the 4.0% violation rate for the 1317 convicted offenders in the 

baseline sample from the 10 demonstration districts for the period 

from September 1974, to July 1975. 

The comparison of violation rates between the offenders in 

the baseline sample and those in the Pretrial Services Data Base 

provides a general index of violatj~on information for the 

demonstration project. The violation information for the base­

line sample was obtained from presentence reports prepared by 

the United States Probation Office in each of the 10 demonstra­

tion districts and reflects only rearrests and failures to 

appear which resulted in action being taken by the court. The 

Pretrial Services Data Base is inclusive of all violations to 

include those offenders who violated a specified condition of 

rele&se imposed by the court such as leaving the district without 

permission or similar violations. 

When the violations of a specified condition of release are 

removed from the Pretrial Services Data Base, the violation 

rates for the demonstration districts are reduced to 5 • .5% as 

contrasted to the 4.0% for the offenders in the baseline sample. 

However, one should expect the violation rate for the project 

data to be greater than the baseline sample given the existence 

of the pretrial services agencies whose statutory mandate is to 

report violations of release to the court. This is opposed to 

the baseline data where the detection and reporting of bail 

- 65 -



violations was largely the responsibility of the U.S. attorney 

who has no systematic procedure for detecting violations of release. 

The overall violation rates for both the Pretrial Services Data 

Base and the baseline sample are virtually identical. The base-

line rate for the Boards of Trustees is 3.9% and 4.1% for the 

Probation districts. The Pretrial Services Data Base reflects a 

6.5% violation rate for the Board of Trustees districts and 6.6% 

for the Probation districts. Both the Probation and Board of 

Trustees districts experienced similar rates of increase in 

violation rates from the baseline sample data to the pretrial 

services data. The Boards of Trustees i.ncreased by 2.6% and the 

Probation districts by 2.5%. All districts except the Eastern 

District of Michigan and the Central District of California 

reported an increase in violation rates. The Eastern District 

of Michigan reported a decrease in violations of 3.4% while the 

Central District of California decreased by 3.7% 

E. INCIDENCE OF AND COST OF PRETRIAL DETENTION. The 

Pretrial Services Data Base provides information on individuals 

who incurred any period of pretrial detention caused by the 

filing of a criminal case in a federal district court. Pretrial 
"', 

detention encompasses the time from the point of the individual's 

arrest on a federal offense up to the imposition of the final 

sentence. The detention information includes those persons who 

were initially released, but later detained. The information 

excludes those individuals who were in state or local custody 

concurrent with the period of feder.al pretrial detention and 
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BOARD 
OF 
TRUSTEE 
DISTRICTS 

PROBATION 
DISTRICTS 

DISTRICT 

NEW YORI<, E. 

PENN., E. 

MARYLAND 

MICH., E. 

MO., W. 

TOTAL 

NEW YORI<, S. 

GEORGIA, N. 

TEXAS, N. 

ILL., N. 

CALIF., C. 

TOTAL 

TABLE 7 

INITIAL BAIL BY DISTRICT 

Personal Unsecured Ten Surety 
Recognizance Bond Percent Bond 
No. % No. % No. % No. % 

130 18.3 166 35.6 8 1.7 156 33.5 

9 2.0 224 50.7 130 29.4 71 16.1 

473 56.2 70 8.3 14 1.6 277 32.9 

61 5,0 793 64.5 67 5.4 285 23.1 

37 9.3 144 36.4 42 10.6 131 10.6 

710 21.1 1397 41.4 261 7.7 920 27.3 

271 3.3.2 222 27.2 65 7.9 252 17.1 

42 6.1 346 50.5 19 2.8 260 38.0 

183 29.6 69 11.1 80 12.9 276 44.6 

6 .7 437 70.6 180 23.4 127 8.6 

45 3.5 552 43.6 97 7.7 554 37.6 

547 13.2 1626 39.1 441 10.6 1469 35.3 

257 16.9 3023 40.1 702 9.3 2389 31.3 

Collateral Bail Not 
Bond Set 
No. % No, % Total 

4 .8 2 .4 466 

0 0 8 1.8 442 

5 .6 3 .4 842 

0 0 24 2.0 1,230 

0 0 42 10.6 396 

9 .3 79 2.3 3,376 

4 .4 2 .2 816 

9 1.3 8 1.1 684 

0 0 11 1.8 619 

1 .1 19 2.2 770 

8 .6 '11 .8 1,267 

22 .5 51 1.2 4,156 

31 .4 130 1.7 



(j\ 
(Xl 

I 

OFFENSE 
No~ % 

Homicide 3 . 07 

Assault 39 .9 

Robbery 281 6.8 

Burglary 13 .03 

Larceny and Theft 553 13.3 

Embezzlement 275 6.6 

Fraud 556 13.4 

Auto Theft 165 4.0 

Forgery and C1/.unterfeiting 593 14.3 

Sex Offenses 4 .09 

Narcotics 763 18.4 

MiscelianeQus General 552 13.3 

Special Offenses 78 1.9 

Other Federal Statutes 281 . 6.8 

TOTALS 4,156 100.0 

TABLE 8a 
(PROBATION DISTRICTS) 

INITIAL BAIL BY OFFENSE 

PERSONAL 
UNSECURED 10% 

RECOGNIZANCE 
.-

No. % No. % No. % 

6 15.4 11 28.2 5 12.8 

1 .3 16 5.7 28 9.0 

1 7.6 2 15.4 

116 :'.0.9 263 47.6 51 9.2 

78 28.4 158 57.5 15 5.5 

78 14.0 243 43.7 71 12.8 

11 6.7 44 26.7 7 4.2 

119 20.1 308 51.9 46 7.8 

36 4.7 220 28.8 132 17.3 

44 7.9 203 36.8 56 10.1 

1 1.2 8 10.3 7 8.9 

58 20.6 151 53.7 21 7.5 

547 13.2 1,626 39.1 441 10.6 

-----.------~------------------------------~--~-------

.. 

SECURED 
COLLATERAL 

BAIL 
BAIL NOT SET 

No. % No. % No • % 

2 66.7 1 33.3 

i7 43.6 

232 82.6 4 1.4 

10 76.9 1 7.6 

119 21.5 3 .5 1 .1 

J.9 6.9 5 1.8 

151 27.2 2 .3 11 1.9 

102 61.8 1 .6 

117 19.7 3 .5 

4 100.0 

359 47.1 8 1.0 8 LO 

234 42.4 1 .1 14 2.5 

57 73.1 1 1.2 4 5.1 

46 16.4 3 1.1 2 .7 

1,469 35.3 22 .5 51 1.2 



PERSONAL 
RECOGNIZANCE 

OFFENSE 
No~ % No. % 

Homicide 2 .05 

Assault 35 1.0 6 17.1 

Robbery 263 7.8 12 4.6 

Burglary 4 .01 3 75.0 

Larceny and Theft 511 15.1 117 22.9 

Embezzlement 181 5.4 85 46.9 

Fraud 363 ::'0.8 100 27.5 

Auto Theft 107 3.2 33 30.8 

Forgery and Counterfeiting 363 10.8 78 21.5 

Sex Offenses 2 .05 

Narcotics 850 25~2 61 7.2 

Miscellan!lo!.!! General 442 13.1 133 30.1 

Special 01fenses 39 1.2 2 5.1 

Other Federal Statutes 214 6.3 80 37.4 

TOTALS 3,376 710 21.1 

TABLE 8b 
(BOARD OF TRURTEES) 

INITIAL BAIL BY OFFENSE 

UNSECURED 10% 

No. % No. % 

11 31.4 6 17.1 

26 9.9 21 7.9 

1 25.0 

265 51.9 23 4.5 

85 46.9 4 2.2 

196 54.0 8 2.2 

15 14.0 13 12.1 

195 53.7 20 5.5 

1 50.0 

394 46.4 120 14.1 

111 25.1 35 7.9 

6 15.4 

92 43.0 10 4.7 

1,397 41.4 261 7.7 

SECURED 
COLLATERAL 

BAIL 
BAIL NOT SET 

No. % No. % No. % 

1 50.0 1 50.0 

ill 31.4 1 2.9 

199 75.7 1 .3 4 1.5 

96 18.8 10 1.9 

6 3.3 1 .5 

54 14.9 5 1.4 

40 37.4 1 .9 5 4.7 

54 14.9 1 .3 15 4.1 

1 50.0 

262 30.8 2 .2 11 1.3 

135 30.5 4 .9 24 5.4 

31 79.5 

30 14.0 2 .9 

920 27.3 9 .3 97 2.3 
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BOARD 
OF 
TRUSTEE 
DISTRICTS 

PROBATION 
DISTRICTS 

DISTRICT 

NEW YORK, E. 

PENN., E. 

MARYLAND 

MICH., E. 

MO., W. 

TOTAL 

NEW YORK, S. 

GEORGIA, N. 

TEXAS, N. 

ILL., N. 

CALIF., C. 

TOTAL 

NUMBER 

130 

9 

473 

61 

37 

710 

271 

42 

183 

6 

45 

547 

TABLE 9a 

TYPE INITIAL BOND (PERSONAL RECOGNIZ~~CE) 

PRIOR RECORD EMPLOYED 

YES NO YES NO 

% No. I % No. I % No. I % No. -I % 

18.3 44 33.8 86 66.2 60 46.2 70 53.8 

2.0 5 55.6 4 44.4 4 44.4 5 55.,6 

56.2 205 43.3 268 56.7 304 64.3 169 35.7 

5.0 29 47.5 32 52.5 20 32.8 41 67.2 

9.3 

21.1 

~.' 
31 83.8 29 78.4 8 21.6 

289 40.7 421 59.3 417 58.7 293 41 .. 3 

I 
33.2 78 28.8 193 71.2 118 43.5 153 56.5 

6.1 26 61.9 16 38.1 22 52.4 20 47.6 

29.6 99 54.1 84 45.9 114 62.3 69 37.7 

.7 2 33.3 4 66.7 4 66.7 2 33.3 

3.5 32 71.1 13 28.9 28 62.2 17 37.8 

13.2 23 7 4 3.3 3 10 56.7 286 52 .3 261 47.7 

~GRAND TOTALS 1257 16.9 526 41.8 731 58.2 702 55.9 554 44.1 

TYPE INTERVIEW 
Average 

Age YES NO 

No. I % No. I % 

30.3 115 88.5 15 11.5 

22.7 9 100.0 0 

31.1 369 78.0 104 22.0 

27.5 30 49.2 31 50.8 

38.7 37 100.0 0 

30.1 78.9 149 21.1 

31.4 238 87.8 33 12.2 

28.7 20 47.6 22 52.4 

29.6 146 79.8 37 20.2 

39.6 1 16.7 5 83.3 

35.1 39 86.7 6 13.3 

32.9 444 81.2 103 18.8 

1005 79.6 252 20.4 
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BOARD 
OF 
TRUSTEE 
DISTRICTS 

PROBATION 
DISTRICTS 

DISTRICT 

NEW YORK, E. 

PENN., E. 

MARYLAND 

MICH., E. 

MQ., W. 

TOTAL 

NEW YORK, S. 

GEORGIA, N. 

TEXAS, N. 

ILL., N. 

CALIF., C. 

TOTAL 

NUMBER 

166 

224 

70 

793 

144 

1397 

222 

346 

69 

437 

552 

:1626 

TABLE 9b 

TYPE INITIAL BOND (UNSECURED) 

PRIOR RECORD EMPLOYED 

YES NO YES 

% No. I % No. I % No. I % No. 

35.6 83 50.0 83 50.0 89 53.6 77 

50.7 124 55.4 190 44.6 99 44.2 125 

8.3 36 51.4 34 48.6 53 75.7 17 

64.5 366 46.2 427 53.8 379 47.8 414 

36.4 70 48.6 74 51.4 76 52.8 68 

41.4 679 48.6 718 51.4 696 49.9 701 

27.2 119 53.4 103 46.4 122 54.9 100 

50.5 235 67.9 111 32.1 221 63.9 125 

11.1 48 69.6 21 30.4 48 69.6 21 

70.6 162 37.1 275 62.9 298 68.2 139 

43.6 353 63.9 199 36.1 316 57.2 236 

39. 1 91 5 7 6.4 709 43.6 1003 1.9 6 6 12 

~~uRAND TOTALS 3023 40.1 1596 52.3 1427 47.2 1699 56.2 

TYPE INTERVIEW 

NO 
Average 

Age YES NO 

I % No. I % No. I % 

56.4 30.1 149 89.8 17 10.2 

55.8 32.6 94 41.9 130 58.1 

24:3 29.3 45 64.3 25 35.7 

52.2 29.2 424 53.5 369 46.5 

51.2 30.9 119 82.6 25 17.4 

50.1 30.4 831 59.5 566 40.5 

45.1 32.2 199 8916 23 10.4 

36.1 30.6 241 70.0 105 30.0 

30.4 30.5 56 81.2 13 19.8 
.... -

31.8 31.8 212 48.5 225 5.15 

42.7 31.6 462 83.7 90 16.3 

3 8. 1 1 7 2. 31.3 1 0 7 0 4 56 2 8.0 

1022 33.8 
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BOARD 
OF 
TRUSTEE 
DISTRICTS 

PROBATIO 
DISTRICTS 

DISTRICT 

NEW YORK, E. 

PENN., E. 

MARYLAND 

MICH., E. 

MO., W. 

TOTAL 

NEW YORK, S. 

GEORGIA, N. 

TEXAS, N. 

ILL., N. 

CALIF., C. 

TOTAL 

RAND TOTALS 

NUMBER 

8 

130 

14 

67 

42 

262 

65 

19 

80 

180 

97 

441 

702 

TABLE 9c 

TYPE INITIAL BOND (10 PERCENT) 

PRIOR RECORD EMPLOYED 

YES NO YES 

% No. I % ~Jo. I % No. I % No. 

1.7 5 62.5 3 37.5 4 50.0 4 

29.4 85 65.4 45 34.6 45 34.6 85 

1.6 11 78.6 3 21.4 5 35.7 9 

5.4 38 56.7 29 43.3 24 35.8 43 

10.6 32 76.2 10 23.8 28 66.7 14 

7.7 171 65.5 90 34.5 106 40.6 155 

I 

7.9 31 47.7 34 52.3 38 58.5 27 

2.8 17 89.4 2 10.5 10 52.6 9 

12.9 54 67.5 26 32.5 53 66.3 27 

23.4 114 63.3 66 37.7 87 48.3 93 

7.7 65 67.0 32 33.0 54 55.7 43 

10.6 281 63.7 160 36.3 242 54.7 199 

9.3 452 64.4 250 35.6 348 49.6 354 

TYPE INTERVIEW 

NO 
Average 

Age YES NO 

I % No·1 % No. I % 

50.0 25.6 8 100.0 0 

65.,4 23.0 86 66.2 44 33.8 

64.'3 32.0 13 92.9 1 7.1 

64.2 28.7 43 64.2 24 35.8 

33.3 32.7 38 90.4 4 9.6 

59 .. 4 128.4 188 72.0 73 28.0 

I 
41.5 33.0 60 92.3 5 7.7 

47.4 32.1 17 89.4 2 10.5 

33.7 30.7 52 65.0 28 35.0 

51.7 32.2 98 54.4 82 45.6 

44.3 31.7 90 92.8 7 7.2 

45.1 31.9 317 71.9 124 28.1 

505 71.8 197 28.1 
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BOARD 
OF 
TRUSTEE 
DISTRICTS 

PROBATION 
DISTRICTS 

TABLE 9d 

TYPE INITIAL BOND (SURETY BOND) 

PRIOR RECORD EMPLOYED 

YES NO YES 

NUMBER % 
DISTRICT 

No. I % No. I % No. I % No. 

NEW YORK, E. 156 33.5 103 66.0 53 34.0 45 28.8 111 

PENN., E. 71 16.r 49 69.0 22 31.0 26 36.6 45 

MARYLAND 277 32.0 215 77 .6 62 22.4 125 45.1 152 

MICH., E. 285 23.1 213 74.7 72 25.3 179 62.8 106 

MO., W. 131 33.0 105 80.2 26 19.8 34 25.9 97 

TOTAL 920 27.3 685 74.5 235 25.5 409 44.5 511 

NEW YORK, S. 252 17.1 172 68.3 80 31. 7 75 29.8 177 

GEORGIA, N. 260 38.0 200 76.9 60 23.1 129 49.6 131 

TEXAS, N. 276 44.6 214 77.5 62 22.5 146 52.8 130 

ILL., N. 127 8.6 73 57.4 54 42.6 55 43.4 72 
,lJ" 

CALIF., C. 554 37.6 415 74.9 139 25.1 251 45.3 303 
,.", 

TOTAL 1469 35.3 1074 73.1 395 26.9 656 44.6 813 

GRAND TOTALS 2389 31.3 1759 73.6 630 26.4 1065 44.6 324 

TYPE I NTE RVI EW 

NO 
Average 

Age YES. NO 

I % No. I % No. I % 

71.2 31.9 132 84.6 24 15.4 

63.,4 29.5 36 50.7 35 49.3 

54.9 29.4 211 76.2 66 23.8 

37.2 28.7 180 63.2 105 36.8 

74.1 31.4 122 93.1 9 6.9 

55 •. 5 30.2 681 74.0 239 26.0 

70.2 30.5 216 85.7 36 14.3 

50.4 35.2 185 71.2 75 28.8 

47.2 31.5 190 68.8 86 31.2 

56.6 31.0 74 58.3 53 41.7 

54.7 32.0 433 78.2 121 21.8 

55.2 32.0 1098 76.6 371 25.4 

610 25.5 



TABLE ge 

TYPE INITIAL BOND (COLLATERAL) 

PRIOR RECORD EMPLOYED TYPE INTERVIEW 

NO NO 
Average 

YES NO YES YES Age 

NUMBER % 
DISTRICT 

No. I % No. J % No. 'I % No. I % No. I % No. I % 

NEW YORK, E. 4 .8 2 50.0 2 50.0 3 75.0 1 25.0 41.3 4 100.0 0 

80ARD PENN., E. 0 
OF 
TRUSTEE MARYLAND 5 .6 2 40.0 3 60.0 4 80.0 1 20.0 41.4 5 100.0 0 
elSTRICTS 

MICH., E. 0 

MO., W. 0 

TOTAL 9 .3 4 44.4 5 55.6 7 77.8 2 23.,2 41.3 9 100.0 0 
-.J 
~ 

NEW YORK, S. 4 .4 2 50.0 2 50.0 2 50.0 2 50.0 40.0 3 75.0 1 25.0 

GEORGIA, N. 9 1.3 4 44.4 5 55.6 5 55.6 4 44.4 33.2 S 88.9 1 11.1 

TEXAS, N. 0 

ILL., N .. 1 .1 1 100.0 0 0 1 100.0 48.0 .1 100.0 0 

CALIF., C. 8 .6 4 50.0 4 50.0 4 50.0 4 50.0 32.0 7 87.5 1 12.5 

TOTAL 22 .5 11 50.0 11 50.0 11 50.0 11 50.0 38.3 19 86.4 3 13.6 

RAND TOTALS 31 .4 15 48.4 16 51.6 18 58.1 13 28 90.3 3 9.7 
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BOARD 
OF 
TRUSTEE 
DISTRICTS 

PROBATION 
DISTRICTS 

DISTRICT 

NEW YORK, E. 

PENN., E. 

MARYLAND 

MICH., E. 

MO., W. 

TOTAL 

NEW YORK, S. 

GEORGIA, N. 

TEXAS, N. 

ILL., N. 

CALIF., C. 

TOTAL 

GRAND TOTALS 

NUMBER % 

2 .4 

8 1.8 

3 .4 

24 2.0 

42 10.6 

79 2.3 

2 .2 

8 1.1 

11 1.8 

19 2.2 

11 .8 

51 1.2 

130 1.7 

TABLE 9f 

TYPE INITIAL BOND (BAIL NOT SET) 

PRIOR RECORD EMPLOYED TYPE INTERVIEW 
Average --

YES NO YES NO Age YES NO 

No. I % No. I % No I ,% I No. I % No. I % No. I % -::J..:...... 

2 100.0 0 0 2 100.0 28.5 2 100.0 0 

5 62.5 3 37.5 2 25.0 6 75.0 34.0 7 87.5 1 12.5 

2 66.7 1 33.3 3 33.3 0 36.0 2 66.7 1 33.3 

20 83.3 4 16.7 8 33.3 16 66.7 28.3 20 83.3 4 16.7 

40 95.2 2 4.8 3 7.1 39 92.9 28.5 9 21.4 33 78.6 

6~' 87.3 10 12.7 16 20.3 63 79 .. 7 31.1 40 50.6 39 49.4 

1 50.0 1 50.0 1 50.0 1 50.0 46 2 100.0 0 

8 100.0 0 2 25.0 6 75.0 26.1 6 75.0 2 25.0 

10 90.0 1 9.1 2 18.2 9 81.8 32.7 7 63.6 4 36.4 

5 29.4 14 82.6 15 88.2 4 11.8 31.2 2 10.5 17 e9.5 

5 45.5 6 54.5 5 45.5 6 54.5 26.2 6 54.5 5 45.5 

29 59.1 22 40.9 25 49.0 26 51.0 32.4 23. 45.1 28 54.1 

98 75.4 32 24.6 41 31.5 89 93 48.5 67 51. 5 



those persons who were detained as a result of a writ action. The 

pretrial detention information is presented to include all 

periods of detention and for detention greater than three days. 

The detention rate for all periods of detention for the Board 

of Trustees districts was 32.1% compared to a 51.5 detention 

rate for the five Probation districts. This represents a 19.4% 

difference in pretrial detention rates for the two groups of 

agencies. The detention rate for all time periods of detention 

ranges from a low of 28.3% in Michigan Eastern to a high of 

63.0% in California Central. The average period of detention 

for the 10 districts is 33.4 days with an average range from 1 

day to 278 days and an average cost of $635.00. The average 

daily cost for pretrial detention in the 10 districts is $19.00 

and the overall cost of pretrial detention through August 1, 1977 

is $1,775,710.00. 

The average days of pretrial detention for all periods of deten­

tion for the Board of Trustees districts is 32.6 days as compared 

to 34.1 days for the Probation districts with the average cost for 

the Boards being $636.00 while the Probation districts average 

$633.00. The cost figures include detention costs of $11,129 

in the Eastern District of Michigan and $11,340 in the Northern 

District of Illinois. Four of the districts house pretrial 

detainees in Bureau of Prisons facilities with the average daily 

cost for detaining individuals in these units being far greater 

than districts using local custodial facilities for pretrial 
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detention. The districts using the Bureau of Prisons facilities 

are the Eastern District of New York, the Southern District of 

New York, the North~rn District of Illinois, and the Eastern 

District of Michigan. 

The overall detention rate for the 10 districts for the greater 

than three day detention period is 27.5% as compared to the 

42.8% rate for all time periods. The average rate for the Board 

of Trustees districts is still substantially lower than the pre­

trial detention rate for the Probation districts with the Boards 

recording a 20.3% detention rate as compared to ,a 33.3% detention 

rate for the Probation districts. The decrease in detention rates 

in a number of districts from all time periods of pretrial 

detention to great~r than three day pretrial detention is sub­

stantial with California Central dropping from 63.0% to 40.6% for 

a 22.4% decrease and the Northern District of Georgia decreasing 

from 47.3% to 27.2% for a 20.1% reduction. 

The average period of pretrial detention for the greater than 

three day period was 49.1 days for all districts with an average 

cost $926.00. The period of detention ranged from three days to 

420 days. 

A number of factors may account for the decrease of 15.3% in 

the pretrial detention rate for all time periods to the greater 

than three day pretrial detention period. These factors include 

individuals being detained over weekend and holiday periods 

awaiting the initial bail hearing, persons not being able to. meet 
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the conditions ox release imposed by the court at the initial bail 

hearing, and the general practice's in each district as to release 

policies for certain offense grOllps. Complete information is not 

available at this time to fully idetermine the impact, if any, of 

these factors on the pretrial d~~tention rates. 

The reduction in detention rates from all time periods to the 

greater than three day period may be partially attributed to the 

factors discussed previously, ,however, the continued variation in 

the detention rates between the Board of Trustees and the Probation 

districts cannot be explained at this time. 

The preliminary baseline data show the detention rate was 

six percent higher for convicted offenders in the Probation 

districts than the Board of Trustees districts prior to the 

implementation of the demonstration project. The Probation 

districts continue to reflect a higher detention rate than the 

Board of Trustees districts for the demonstration project. The 

Probation districts' overall detention rate was 23.4% higher 

than the Boards and the greater than three day detention rate 

was 13.0% higher in the Probation districts. 

The preliminary data does not reflect any major differences 

between the Probation districts and the Board of Trustees districts 

as to type of case being processed by the respective units. 

The bail practices in the Probation districts differ as to 

type of bail imposed for certain offense categories as illustrated 

by narcotic offenders. This group of offenders represent 18.4% 
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of the offenders in the Probation districts with 63.0% detained. 

Narcotic offenders constitute 25.8% of those individuals processed 

by the Boards with' only 35.8% detained. 

The variation in detention rates between the Probation 

districts and the Board of Trustees districts is indicative of 

a number of factors that have not been isolated at this time. 

However, regardless of causes, the Probation districts have 

detained a far greater number of offenders during the demonstra­

tion project than the Board of Trustees districts. 

CONCLUSION 

The pretrial services demonstration project has been fully 

implemented in the 10 demonstration districts with all elements 

now operational. The reporting system for the demonstration 

project has been developed and 7,532 cases are in the Pretrial 

Services Data Base. The data base is expected to more than 

double within the next reporting year providing a broader base 

of information for evaluation. The current information 

represents a limited analysis of the data available, however, 

more extensive analyses will be accomplished for includion in 

the Third Annual Report. 

This analysis indicates the major difference to date between 

the Board of Trustees, districts and the Probation districts is 

in the average rate of detention. The average rate of detention 

in the Probation districts is significantly higher than the 

Board of Trustees agencies. In addition, when the detention 

rates derived from the Pretrial Services Data Base is compared 
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with the baseline sample from the 10 districts, the Probation 

districts realized a greater increase in detention rates than 

the Boards of Trustees. 

In contrast, in Board agencies and Probation agencies the 

average period of detention per detainee for the Pretrial 

Services Data Base is significantly less than the average 

detention time in the baseline sample. The decrease in the 

average length of detention time raises the question, why 

this dramatic reduction? We can speculate that Title I of 

the Speedy Trial Act may be a primary factor. 

Flew statistical differences other than the detention 

rates have been observed between the Boards of Trustees and 

Probation districts. The rate of violation of conditions of 

release for both groups of agencies are virtually identical. 

The operational procedures for the two types of pretrial 

services agencies are similar. Any apparent differences 

appear to result from each agency 1 s adjustment to traditional 

pretrial practices in their respective districts. Since both 

types of agencies are administered by the Administrative 

Office of the United States Courts with the same general 

operational guidelines applying theoretically no major 

differences between the Boards of Trustees and Probation 

districts would be expected. 

There are philosophical differencies that have surfaced with 

individual program administrators and judicial officers. One 

specific example relates to the supervision of persons released 

on bail. Another is the decision on the part of individual 
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administrators with the approval of their respective court and 

cooperation of the United States attorney to participate in 

the pretrial diversion of selected cases. Statistics on that 

activity will be available in future reports. 

Now that operational and statistical reporting procedures 

are established it is anticipated that the next two years of 

the project should reveal the impact Title II of the Speedy 

Trial Act will have on the pretrial release process in the 

federal judicial system. 

Some questions that need addressing are: Why the long 

periods of time from arrest to pre-bail interview? Why the 

extremely short time in some districts from pre-bail interview 

to the initial bail hearing? Why the significant difference 

in rates of release between Board and Probation agencies with 

basic demographic data and types of offense charged virtually 

the same for both groups? Why are some districts more 

successful than others in getting access to conduct the pre­

bail interview? Why the significant number of persons detained 

and their cases later dismissed? As we examine the available 

data, it is obvious that more questions have been raised than 

answered. In the next year we hope to answer these and other 

ques·tions. 
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BOARD 
OF 
TRUSTEE 
DISTRICTS 

PROBATIO 
DISTRICTS 

DISTRICT 

NEW YORK, E. 

PENN., E. 

MARYLAND 

MICH., E. 

MO., W. 

TOTAL 

NEW YORK, S. 

GEORGIA, N. 

TEXAS, N. 

ILL., N. 

CALIF., C. 

TOTAL 

TABLE lOa 

PROJECT DATA 

rJo. OF CONVICTED DETAINEES 

OFFENDERS IN 
SAMPLE 

N~. 

282 89 

382 110 

480 225 

597 133 

289 71 

2,030 628 

,~ 

641 248 

512 174 

556 271 

595 190 

790 495 

3,094 1,378 

AVERAGE 1\.\0. OF AVERAGE COST 
DAYS DETENTION PER DETAINEE 

% PER PERSON 

31.5 47.S $ 1,314.80 

28.5 35.9 712.59 

46.9 46.4 586.78 

22.3 51. 7 1,290.27 

24.6 32.4 297.42 

30.9 42.8 807.20 I 

38.7 47.8 1,282.33 

33.9 33.5 234.94 

48.7 33.6 242.58 

31.9 54.7 1,477.89 

62.7 32.2 528.50 

44.5 40.4 753.25 
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BOARD 
OF 
TRUSTEE 
DIS1RICTS 

PROBATION 
DISTRICTS 

DISTRICT 

NEW YORK, E. 

PENN., E. 

MARYLAND 

MICH., E. 

MO., W. 

TOTAL 

NEW YORK, S. 

GEORGIA, N. 

TEXAS, N. 

ILL., N. 

CALIF., C. 

TOTAL 

TABLE lOb 

BASELINE DETENTION DATA 

NO. OF CONVICTED DETAINEES 
OFFENDERS IN 

SAMPLE 

NO. 
r---". 

115 35 

148 24 

85 23 

171 54 
., 

89 25 

608 161 

180 32 

132 24 

85 43 

170 47 

142 83 

709 229 

AVERAGE NO. OF AVERAGE COST 
DAYS DETENTION 

PER DETAINEE PER PERSON 

% 

30.4 127.0 $ 3,515.36 

16.2 99.0 1,963.17 

27.0 62.0 783.06 

31.6 107.0 2,672.86 

28.1 122.0 1,118.74 

26.5 103.0 2,010.64 

17.8 127.4 3,418.00 

18.2 97.7 683.90 

50.6 94.5 683.24 

27.6 142.6 3,834.00 

58.1 78.0 1,281. 54 

32.3 107.9 1,980.14 



BOARD 
OF 
TRUSTEE 
DISTRICTS 

PROBATION 
DISTRICTS 

DISTRICT 

NEW YORK, E. 

PENN., E. 

MARYLAND 

MICH., E. 

MO., W. 

TOTAL 

NEW YORK, S. 

GEO RGIA, N. 

TEXA S, N. 

ILL., N. 

CALI F., C. 

TOTAL 

GRAND TOTALS 

TABLE 11 

PSA SUMMARY DETENTION--ALL TIME PERIODS 

AVERAGE 
DETAINED AVERAGE RANGE FOR AVERAGE RANGE FOR DAILY RATIO OF CASES 

CASES DAYS DAYS COST COST COST DETAINED 

164 34.9 1 - 2,89 $ 961.00 $ 0- 7,878 $28.00 164/404 = 40.6 

131 32.1 1 - 161 $ 677 .00 $ 0- 2,985 $21. 00 131/409 = 32.0 

253 44.2 1 - 349 $ 567.00 $ 0- 4.,886 $13,00 253/799 = 31.7 

316 28.3 1 - 224 $ 728.00 $ 0-11,129 $26.00 316/1118 = 28.3 

115 23.3 1 - 106 $ 246.00 $ 0- 2,400 $11. 00 115/318 = 36.2 

979 32.6 1 - 226 $ 636.00 $ 0- 5,855 $20.00 979/3048 = 32.1 

329 39.1 1 - 384 $ 1,052.00 $ 0-10,852 $27.00 328/746 = 44.1 

266 27.2 1 - 221 $ 198.00 $ 0- 1,778 $ 7.00 266/562 = 47.3 

323 30.2 1 - 334 $ 222.00 $ 0- 1,398 $ 7.00 323/588 = 54.9 

282 49.1 1 - 420 $ 1,288.00 $ 0-11,340 $26.00. 282/710 = 39.7 

751 25.1 1 - 296 $ 403.00 $ 0- 3,814 $16.00 751/1186 = 63.0 

1951 34.1 1 - 331 $ 633.00 $ 0- 5,836 $17 .-0 1951/3792 = 51.5 

2930 .33.4 1 - 278 $ 635.00 $ 0- 5,846 $18.50 2930/6840 = 42.8 
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BOARD 
OF 
TRUSTEE 
DISTRICTS 

PROBATION 
DISTRICTS 

TABLE 12 

PSA SUMMARY DETENTION--GREATER THAN 3 DAYS' DETENTION 

DETAINED AVERAGE RANGE FOR AVERAGE RANGE FOR 
CASES DAYS DAYS COST COST 

DISTRICT 

NEW YORK, E. 91 50.0 3 - 289 $ 1,377.00 $108- 7,87E 

PENN., E. 99 36.6 3 - 161 $ 772.00 $ 63- 2,98: 

MARYLAND 180 65.7 3 - 349 $ 842.00 $ 42- 4,.88E 

MICH., E. 166 44.5 3 - 244 $ 1,145.00 $ 77-11,12S 

MO., W. 83 54.1 3 - 106 $ 571.00 $ 31- 2,40C 

TOTAL 619 50~2 3 - 226 $ 941.00 $ 64- 5!855 

NEW YORK, S. 212 55.2 3 - 384 $ 1,485.00 $ 24-10,85", 

GEORGIA, N. 153 40.1 3 - 221 $ 292.00 $ 21- 1,77E 

TEXAS, N. 248 34.9 3 - 334 $ 256.00 $ 21- 1,39E 

ILL, N. 168 74.7 3 - 420 $ 1,959.00 $ 79-11,34C 

CALIF., C. 482 34.9 3 - 296 $ 559.00 $ 48- 3,814 

TOTAL 1263 48.0 3 - 331 $ 910.00 $ 39- 5,83E 

GRAND TOTAL 1882 49.1 3 - 278 $ 926.00 $ 52- 5, 

AVERAGE 
DAILY RATIO O~' CASES 

COST DETAINED * 

$28.00 91/404 = 22.5 

$21.00 99/409 = 24.2 

$13.00 180/799 = 22.5 

$26.00 166/1.118 = 14.8 

$11.00 83/318 = 26.1 

$20.00 619/3048 = 20.3 

$27.00 212/746 = 28.4 

$ 7.00 153/562 = 27.2 

$ 7.00 248/588 ::: 42.8 

$26.00 168/710 = 23.7 

$16.00 482/1186 = 40.6 

$17.00 1263/3792=33.3 

$18.50 2/6840=27.5 



TABLE 13 

DETAINED CASE BY OFFENSE 

Probation Districts Boards of Trustees 

Number of Cases Number of Cases Number of Cases Number of Cases 
OFFENSE In PSA Data Base DAt::o.;nc->'1* In PSA Data Base Detained* 

~ 

No. % No. % No. % No. % ........ . 

Homicide 3 • 07 3 100.0 2 .05 2 100.0 

Assault 39 .9 21 53.8 35 1.0 15 42.9 

Robbery 281 6.8 216 76.9 263 7.8 166 63.1 

Burglary 12 .3 10 83.3 4 .1 3 75.0 

Larceny and Theft 553 13.3 219 39.6 511 15.1 117 22.9 

Embezzlement 275 6.6 71 25.8 181 5.4 12 6.6 

Fraud 556 13.4 179 32.2 363 10.8 48 13.2 

Auto Theft 165 4.0 105 63.6 107 3.2 41 38.3 

Forgery and Counterfeiting 593 14.3 247 41.7 363 10.8 66 18.2 

Sex Offenses 4 .09 4 100.0 2 .05 1 50.0 

Narcotics 763 18.4 481 63.0 850 25.2 304 35.8 

Miscellaneous General 552 13.3 259 46.9 442 13.1 126 28.5 

Special Offenses 78 1.9 66 84.6 39 1.2 26 66.7 

Other Federal Statutes 281 6.8 70 24.9 214 6.3 52 2/j ·3 

TOTALS 4,156 1,951 46.9 3,3{)7 979 28.9 

Excludes writs and concurrent detentions. 



BOARD 
OF 
TRUSTEE 
DISTRICTS 

PROBATION 
DISTRICT~ 

D ISTRICT 

NEW YORK, E. 

PENN., E. 

MARYLAND 

MICH., E. 

MO., W. 

TOTAL 

NEW YORK, S. I 
I 

GEORGIA, N. 

TEXAS, N. 

ILL., N. 

CALIF., C. 

TOTAL 

TABLE 14 

'VIOLATION DATA--BASELINE 

'. 

BASELINE DATA PROJECT DATA 

NUMBER OF VIOLATION VIOLATION RATE NUMBER OF VIOLATION VIOLATION RATE 

4 3.5 45 9.6 

5 3.4 35 7.9 

0 .0 58 6.9 

13 7.6 52 4.2 

2 2.2 30 7.6 

24 3.9 220 6.5 

.'., 

2 1.1 91 11.1 

5 3.8 72 10.5 

3 3.5 32 5.2 

10 5.9 49 6.4 

9 6.3 33 2.6 

29 4.1 277 6.6 



BOARD 
OF 
TRUSTEE 
DISTRICTS 

OJ 
OJ 

PROBATION 
DISTRICTS 

DISTRICT 

NEW YORI<, E. 

PENN., E. 

MARYLAND 

MICH., E. 

MO., W. 

TOTAL 

NEW YORI<, S. 

GEORGIA, N. 

TEXAS, N. 

ILL., N. 

CALIF., C. 

TOTAL 

Number of 
Violations 

45 

35 

58 

52 

30 

220 

91 

72 

32 

49 

33 
1-. 

277 

TABLE 15 

VIOLATION OF CONDITIONS OF RELEASE. BY DISTRrr.T 

Type of Violation Action Taken 
Conditions 

Rearrests FTA Other None Changed Detained 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 

33 73.3 10 22.2 2 4.4 33 73.3 2 4.4 10 22.2 

20 57.1 14 40.0 1 2.9 21 60.0 3 8.6 11 31.4 

22 37.9 11 18.9 25 43.! 42 72.4 2 3.5 14 22.1 

31 59.6 19 36.5 2 3.9 32 61.5 6 11.5 14 26.9 

12 40.0 2 6.7 16 53.3 19 63.3 2 6.7 9 

118 53.7 56 25.5 46 20.9 147 66.8 15 6.8 58 26.4 

43 47.3 44 48.4 4 4.4 74 81.3 8 8.8 9 9.9 

48 66.7 15 20.8 9 12.5 41 56.9 5 6.9 26 36.1 

16 50.0 4 12.5 12 37.5 24 75.0 2 "'.3 6 18.8 

33 67.4 10 20.4 6 12.2 36 73.5 5 10.2 8 16.3 

20 60.6 11 33.3 2 6.1 18 54.6 4 12.1 11 33.3 

160 57.8 84 30.3 33 11.9 193 69.7 24 8.7 60 21. 7 

278 55.9 140 28.2 79 15.9 39 7.9 118 23.7 

. 
PSA Supervision 

Yes No 
No. % No. % 

23 51.1 22 48.9 

22 62.9 13 37.1 

44 75.9 14 24.1 

4! 82.7 9 17.3 

27 90.0 3 10.0 

159 77.3 61 27.3 

85 93.4 6 6.4 

68 94.4 4 5.6 

32 100.0 0 .0 

18 36.7 31 63.3 

27 81.8 6 18.2 

730 83.0 47 17.0 

108 21. 7 




